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July 23, 2009 Project No. 23106

Mr. Eura Dehart MAEN FHLE

Water Permit Division, Office of Environmental Services
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality

P.O. Box 4313

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4313

s

RE: Submittal of Response to Revised Expanded “IT” Questions
Slidell Landfill Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill
Slidell, Louisiana
Al No. 6054; LPDES Permit No. LA 0105465

Dear Mr. Dehart:

In response to correspondence from the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
(LDEQ), we are hereby submitting two copies of our responses to the Revised Expanded “IT”
Questions. This submittal is relative to an LPDES permit currently being considered by the
LDEQ.

!

We appreciate your assistance in this matter. As requested, please be advised of the following:

“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel
properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or
persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate,
and complete. 1 am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information
including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.”

Sincerely,

etchér Ké_lly, A rized Member, Environmental Services Mangsegent
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Response to Revised Expanded “IT Decision” Questions
In Support of
Slidell Landfill, L.L.C.’s
LPDES Permit Application

Introduction

This submittal is provided in support of the renewal of Slidell Landfill’s existing water
discharge permit (LA0105465). Renewal of the water discharge permit is currently being
considered by the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) through issuance
of a Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (LPDES) permit.

A response to the “IT Questions” was previously submitted to the LDEQ by Slidell Landfill,
L.L.C. in conjunction with a Solid Waste permit modification application dated October, 2004
(revised April 2006). A copy of this response is provided in Appendix A and is intended to
supplement the responses provided herein.

Background

Slidell Landfill is a fully permitted solid waste disposal facility located in St. Tammany Parish
at 310 Howze Beach Lane in Slidell, Louisiana. Under its current water discharge permit,
Slidell Landfill is permitted to discharge stormwater through Outfalls 001 and 002. Outfall
001 has been inactive for the past several years and is no longer in use. Slidell Landfill is also
authorized to discharge treated sanitary sewer effluent through Outfall 003 and
vehicle/equipment wash water through Outfall 004. ' :

The current LPDES permit under consideration by the LDEQ includes the discharge of storm
water through Qutfall 001, the discharge of treated sanitary sewer effluent through Outfall 002,
and the discharge of vehicle and equipment wash water through Outfall 004. By way of the
LPDES permit application currently being considered by the LDEQ, Slidell Landfill, L.L.C. is
requesting the elimination of one currently permitted storm water outfall and the renewal of

three existing outfalls.

In conjunction with the LDEQ’s approval of Slidell Landfill’s October, 2004 (revised April,
2006) solid waste permit modification request, the LDEQ issued a Basis For Decision (BFD).
A copy of the BFD has been provided as Appendix B. The BFD provided a comprehensive
analysis of the “IT” Questions as they related to the prior permit modification request,
including water discharge issues. The LDEQ’s BFD states that “An extensive analysis of the
“IT” requirements has been conducted. The Department finds that as part of the “IT”

-_possible consistently with the public welfare™.

requirements, adverse eavironmental impacts hav -
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The facts and conclusions set forth in the LDEQ's BFD have changed little since its issuance in

‘March, 2007, with the exception of the fact that the landfill is currently even more

environmentally protective through new ownership, as discussed in subsequent paragraphs. .
Additionally, it should be noted that Slidell Landfill remains the only permitted Type III
landfill in St. Tammany Parish, filling a critical role regarding waste disposal in the area.

With the foregoing preliminary considerations established, Slidell Landfill provides the
following responses to the Revised Expanded “IT” Questions:

I.  Have the potential and real adverse environmental effects of the proposed facility
been avoided to the maximum extent possible?

The potential and real adverse environmental effects of the project have been avoided to the
maximum extent possible. - ‘As demonstrated in previously submitted responses:to the “IT”
Questions (Appendix A), avoidance of adverse impacts has included consideration of impacts
to groundwater, surface water, air quality, aesthetic impacts, safety risks, impacts to
surrounding property values, and wetlands impqcts.

The LDEQ’s BFD reviewed each -of these areas and correctly concluded that protective
measures were in-place to minimize all impacts to the maximum extent possible. Since
issuance of the BFD, Slidell Landfill, L.L.C. has been purchased by Environmental Services
Management, L.L.C. (ESM). Management of the landfill was assumed by ESM in May,
2007, and the landfill was purchased by ESM in the summer of 2008.

As of May, 2007, coinciding with assumption of landfill management responsibilities by ESM,
Shidell Landfill has been the subject of no notices of violations or any types of enforcement
actions regarding operations at Slidell Landfill. An LDEQ inspection performed on December
23, 2008 states “Spotters and machine operators were observed inspecting incoming loads.

‘Operations at the landfill were satisfactory. A records review of the annual report, current
~ permit, worker certifications, interim cover records, records of waste loads and mspectnon logs

found all records to be satisfactory™.

In conjunction with its ongoing and extensive environmental compliance program, Slidell
Landfill personnel complete a “Prevéntative Maintenance/Compliance Evaluation Form” for
the landfill on a daily basis. A copy of the form has been provided as Appendix C. The form
includes inspection items relative to all areas of the site, including the office and scale house
area, the landfill area, perimeter berms and ditches, the stormwater holding pond, etc. Any
issues of concern are identified and are immediately addressed. As an independent analysis of
environmental compliance, Engineering Associates personnel perform site inspections and
complete the Preventative Maintenance/Compliance Evaluation Form at a miinimum frequency
of once per month. Copies of completed forms are submitted to the LDEQ at the complenon
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In addition to the environmental compliance and voluntary procedures discussed in Appendix
A, Slidell Landfill employs a minimum of two spotters at all times. Incoming loads to Slidell
Landfill are subjected to scrutiny at the scale house/office and are then again scrutinized by one
or more spotiers as well as equipment operators. This methodology serves to ensure that only
acceptable materials are received into the landfill.

Since the approval of the latest solid waste permit modification in 2007, confirmation that a
Coastal Use Permit is not required for Slidell Landfill has been acquired. In addition, a permit
has been acquired from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers relative to a small area of Slidell
Landfi}l that was under the jurisdiction of the Corps. Acquisition of these items further assures
that Slidell Landfill has demonstrated avoidance of potential and real adverse environmental
impacts to the maximum extent possible.

A. What are the potential environmental impacts of the permittee’s proposed
facility?

1. What wastes will be handled?
a. Classes of chemicals
b. - Quantities (hazardous and non hazardous)
¢.  Physical and chemical characteristics )
d. Hazardous waste classification (listed, characteristic, etc.)

Slidell Landfill accepts only non-hazardous construction and demolition debris and woodwaste.
No chemicals are accepted for disposal in the landfill. In the event that unacceptable materials
are observed in loads delivered to the landfili, the loads are not accepted.

2. How will they be handled?
a. Treatment
b. Storage
c. Disposal

Loads of non-hazardous, acceptable Type III wastes are disposed of within the limits of the
permitted landfill. No treatment occurs on site, and storage is limited to tires and/or white
goods that are transported to offsite facilities for disposal under the conditions of Slidell
Landfill’s solid waste permit.

3. Sources of waste
a. On-site generation (type and percentage of total handled)
b.  Off-site generation (type and percentage of total handled)

All wastes disposed of at Slidell Landfill are generated by off-site sources.

C:\07-09\23 106\ responsetoravised| Tqueastions.070%
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4.  Where will the wastes be shipped if not handled at this site?

Wastes unacceptable for disposal at Slidell Landfill are typically picked up by recyclers of
tires, white goods, etc. Should any other unacceptable wastes require off-site disposal, they
would likely be transported to River Birch Landfill in Avondale, LA or another properly

permitted recycling/disposal facility.
5. What wastes will remain on-site permanently?

Only construction and demolition debris/wood waste will remain on-site permanently. The
waste is covered with a minimum of 12 inches of clay material every 30 days, in accordance
with Slidell Landfill’s solid waste permit. The final landfill cap will consist of a minimum of
24 inches of clay material overlain by 6 inches of topsoil.

'B. By which of the following potential pathways could releases of hazardous materials
from the proposed facility endanger local residents or other living organisms?

Air
Water
Soil
Food

W=

Due to the nature of the types of materials accepted by Slidell Landfill (non-hazardous
construction and demolition debris and wood waste), no adverse impacts to air, water, soil, or
‘food are anticipated. Slidell Landfill has experienced no odor issues or air quality issues. All
storm water and other water discharged from the site is sampled prior to discharge to ensure
compliance with permit limitations. All storm water runoff is routed to a single pond that is
sampled prior to discharge to ensure compliance with all requirements. The entire site is also
surrounded by a levee that prevents run-on as well as run-off of storm water to and from- the
site. : :

- Subsurface soils directly beneath the site consist predominately of stiff, highly impermeable
clays. Whereas the facility accepts only construction and demolition debris and wood waste,
no impacts to soil would be expected to occur. No food sources are known to be present in the
vicinity of the landfill. ‘

C. What is the likelihood or risk potential of such releases?

As previously stated, adverse impacts to air, water, soil, and/or food are considered unlikely
due to the nature of the materials accepted by Slidell Landfill.

- - s
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F lk

D. What are the real adverse environmental impacts of the permittee’s proposed
facility?

1.  Short term effects
a. Land area taken out of system

2. Long term effects

Whereas Slidell Landfill is an exiéting, permitted facility, there are no known short-term
impacts. No new disposal cells are proposed for the facility through completion of its life-
span. As such, no adverse long term effects are anticipated.
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4

II. Does a cost benefit analysis of the environmental impact costs balanced against the
social and economic benefits of the proposed facility demonstrate that the latter
outweighs the former? J

i

As noted in the LDEQ’s BFD for Slidell Landfill (Appendix B),

“The social and economic benefits of the facility will greatly outweigh its envirorllmentai
impact. As previously stated, the operational and permitting requirements help minimize
the potential impact. Slidell Landfill provides services to the construction eommunity
and to the residents of St. Tammany that are in the process of rebuilding as ‘well as
providing a means for disposal of humcane-generated debris. Therefore, offermg a
means of lowering. disposal and transportation cost, reducing illegal dumping in open
dumps, providing services in emergencies and disasters and stimulating the local
economy. This is the only permitted Type III facility in the parish and closure of this
landfill may increase the occurrence of illegal dumping throughout the par:sh and
surrounding parishes.”

The parish of St. Tammany has contracted with the firm of Camp, Dresser, and McKee
(CDM) to prepare a “Solid Waste Management Implementation Plan” (The Plan) for the
parish. A draft copy of The Plan has been submitted to the Parish and is dated February 11,
2009. Excerpts from The Plan have been included as Appendix D.

As noted in the Executive Summary of The Plan, in St. Tammany Parish “The populatlon has
grown by 20% between 2000 and 2006 with expected growth of over 35% over the mext 20
years. With this population growth comes an increase in waste volume of Municipal Solid
Waste (MSN) and Construction and Demolition Waste (C&D) including yard waste and
potential recyclables.” The Plan furthgr states that “The principle need for St. Tammany
Parish’s solid waste management plan is the development of a C&D disposal facility... with
rising costs in fuel, transporting this waste out of the Parish is not economical.  This
component must be first priority for St. Tammany Parish.” : .

Since August 2005, Slidell Landfill has disposed of approximately 138,000 loads totaling over
3.6 million cubic yards of construction, demolition and woody waste at the landfill. The
presence of a C&D landfill within the Parish is estimated to have saved St: Tammany Parish
taxpayers over $5 million in waste transportation costs since August of 2005. This dollar
amount is based on a conservative average transportation cost of $1.33 per mile. The site
continues to save local residents and taxpayers an estimated $3,000 per day in waste
transportation costs alone.

As previously stated, Slidell Landfill is the only operating Type 1II landfill in St. Tammany
* Parish. The Plan prepared by CDM observes that “leen the need for dlsposal of this type of
vaste 3 Slide 1 Landﬁll
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. for continued operation of Slidell Landfill.

It should be noted that St. Tammany Parish has not identified a site to serve as a replacement
for Slidell Landfill. Once a site is selected, a period of several years will likely be required for
acquisition of applicable permits and mitigation of environmental impacts. This fact alone
adequately supports the need for continued operation of Slidell Landfill. The LDEQ has
previously concluded in its BFD that the social and economic benefits of Slidell Landfill
greatly outweigh its environmental impact. Since the findings by the LDEQ, no changes have
occurred to alter this conctusion. Rather, current conditions serve to further reinforce the need

A. How was it determined that this facility was needed? ‘

Local or regional survey

On-site or off-site needs

Regional solid waste management benefit -

Generic survey of solid waste needs (compatibility with master plan)

b=

Each of the above factors have been considered as discussed in Appendix A. As noted
previously, Slidell Landfill is the only Type III landfill located in St. Tammany Parish. The
landfill was instrumental in the rebuilding of St. Tammany and surrounding parishes following
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. The regional benefits to the community have been shown to far
outweigh any potential environmenta] impacts.

With regard. to a generic survey of solid waste needs and compaublhty with a master plan, the
previously cited Solid Waste Management Implementation Plan for St. Tammany Parish clearly
establishes the need for a Type III landfill in St. Tammany Parish. The Plan states that “This
component must be first priority for St. Tammany Parish”.

B. What w1ll be the positive economic effects on the local community?

How many permanent jobs will be created?

What is the expected annual payroll?

What is the expected economic multiplier from item B2?
What is the expected tax base and who will receive benefits?

ol ol M e

Slidell Landfill is an existing facility that employs approximately 10 people with a combined
payroll of over $400,000. The facility is estimated to have resulted in an economic benefit to
the community of approximately $1,000,000 (2.5 multiplier) in the form of vendors and
equipment maintenance, fuel, professional fees, insurance premiums through local brokers,
and miscellaneous expenditures with other local vendors. Over the life of the landfill, it is
estimated that over $173,000 in property taxes will be paid to St. Tammany Parish. In
addition, payment of over $300,000 in annual fees to the LDEQ is anticipated.

e
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C. What will be the potential negative economic effects on the local community?
1. What are the possible effects on property values?

Diminishment of property values shouid not occur as a result of continued operation of Slidell
Landfill. The landfill has existed for over 20 years and is bordered by a municipal waste pick-
‘up station to the west, a mobile home park to the east, automobile dealerships and -various
commercial businesses to the north, and by an earthen levee followed by a residential
development to the south. The commercial establishments and the mobile home park have
existed side by side with Slidell Landfill for many years with no apparent diminishment of
property values. The residential development located to the south of Slidell Landfill was
constructed many years subsequent to commencement of operations at Slidell Landﬁll further
supportmg an apparent lack of adverse impacts to property values. ;
2. Will public costs rise for: '
a. Police protection d. Schools

b. Fire protection e. Roads (also see below) .

¢. Medical facilities

Stidell Landfill is an existing facility that has resulted in no known cost increases to police and
fire protection, medical facilities, schools, or roads. State officials have confirmed in writing
that adjoining roadways are adequate to service Slidell Landfill. ,

3. Does the prospective site have the potential for precluding economic '
development of the area by business or industries because of risk associated
with establishing such operations adjacent to the proposed facility?

As previously stated, established businesses have operated side-by-side with Slidell Landfill for
many years. Development of surrounding properties does not appear to have been hindered in .
any way as a result of operations at Slidell Landfill. In fact, a new automobile dealership,
Levitz Cadillac/Chevrolet, was constructed and commenced opérations at the entrance to-the
landfill in 2007.

C:\07-09\23106\responsetorevisediTquestions.0709
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D. Was transportation a factor in choosing the proposed site?

" 1.  What model(s) of transportation will be used for the site?
a Truck
b. Rail
c. Barge
d. Other

Transportation of materials to Slidell Landfill is by truck/trailer only. In the absence of Slidell
Landfill, haul distances and associated tax payer costs, safety issués, etc., would likety be
greatly increased. The next closet Type III landfill is located over 20 miles away and has

limited roadway access.
2.  What geographical area will it serve?
Slidell Landfill is currently permitted for an unlimited service area.
3. By how much will local road traffic volume increase?
a. Can local roads handle the traffic volume increase?
b. Can local roads handle the weight of trucks?
Whereas Slidell Landfill is an existing facility, no increase in traffic volume is anticipated.
Adjacent roadways are adequate to handie the weight of trucks entering Slidell Landfill as

confirmed through correspondence from the Louisiana Department of Transportation and
Development included in the facility’s solid waste permit.

E. What are the long-term expectation of the proposed site?

1. Longevity of the facility

2.  Who owns the facility

3. - Are the owners financially backed by others?

4. When is closure anticipated? -

5. Who is responsible for the site after closure? )

6. What assurances will there be that the sité will be closed in accordance with the
plan? ‘

7. What financial assurances will be established to demonstrate the ability to
handle the problems after closure?

8. Who certifies that the site is properly closed?

9. How are people protected from unwittingly buying land after closure?
a. Is the closed facility recorded in the deed?
b. What future uses are possible?

C:\07-09\23106\responsetorevisediTquestions.0709
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The life-span of Slidelt Landfill is anticipated to be between 6-8 years. The life-span may be
significantly shortened in the event of hurricanes and/or significant storm events. Slidell
Landfill is owned by Environmental Services Management, L.L.C. (ESM). ESM purchased
the landfill in the summer of 2008 and has operated the landfill since May of 2007. As
required by solid waste regulations, ESM maintains appropriate financial assurance and
insurance for the operation and closure of Slidell Landfill.

ESM is the responsible party for the site and will close and maintain the site upon its closure in

- accordance with solid waste regulations. Financial assurance is in-place for this purpose. The

financial assurance includes adequate funding for performance of closure as well as post-
closure maintenance activities.

A registered professional engineer will certify proper closure of the site. The property will be
deed restricted to ensure that all parties are aware of the fandfill’s prior location. Future uses
of the closed landfill are undetermined at this time but would likely include use as a parking lot
or similar uses.

-10
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. |
ITI1. Are there alternative projects which would offer more protection to the environment

than the proposed facility without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits?

In its previously issued BFD, the LDEQ found that “there are no alternative projects which
would offer more protection to the environment without unduly curtailing non-environmentat
benefits.” The LDEQ considered alternative projects as well as alternative technologies in
rendering its BFD, concluding that “There are no alternative practices. that would entail less
risk to human health and the environment.”

The LDEQ also observed in its BFD that the alternative to deny Shdell Landfill’s application
“would result in immediate closure of the facility without the ability to achieve proper grades
and slopes for closure. Additionally, the parish will not have sufficient time to seek (an)
alternative disposal location for C&D debris generated in the parish.”

With regard to alternate disposal locations, as referenced in the LDEQ’s BFD, no additional
Type I landfills have been proposed within St. Tammany Parish to date. It is anticipated that
site selection, permit application preparation, permit reviews, etc., would require a period of
several -years once this process has been initiated. As such, the concern noted in the BFD
regarding the need to provide adequate time for the Parish to seek an alternative location for its

C&D debris remains valid.
A.  Why was this technology chosen (e.g., incineration over landfilling?)

1.  Are other technologies availabie?
2. Describe the engineering design and operating techmques used to compensate
for any site deficiencies.

The alternatlve technologies of recycling and incineration were evaluated. However, as noted
below, this type of waste is not suitable for such technology. '

- -One alternative project is the recycling of Type IIl waste. However, in-order to effectively. - -

recycle the waste, it would need to be sorted and stored prior to recycling. Traditionally, costs
associated with these labor-intensive operations prohibit this option. Additionally, much of the
Type III waste, such as demolition materials (e.g., sheetrock), do not easily lend themselves to

recycling technologies.

A second alternative is incineration. However, much of this type of waste (concrete or plastic)
does not readily lend itself to incineration, thus ruling out this option. Additionally, air
emissions associated with this option may create unnecessary and unwanted environmental
costs as well as environmental concerns.

11
C:\07-09\23106\responsatorevisediTquestions.070%




LDEQ-EDMS Document 42459865, Page 13 of 71

Engineering design and operating techniques used to compensate for any site deficiencies
inciude numerous “checks and balances” regarding site operations. First, loads are checked at
the gate house to ensure acceptability of the materials entering the landfill. The loads are also
inspected by spotters as they are being placed in the landfill. Unacceptable loads are not
accepted, and any unacceptable materials identified subsequent to unloading activities are
collected and disposed of in an appropriate manner. - Secondly, all landfilled materials are
covered with clay at a minimum frequency of once every 30 days. Lastly, all storm water
from the facility is routed to a holding pond and sampled prior to discharge, ensuring
compliance with water discharge permit standards.

B. Is the proposed technology an improvement over that presently available?

Shidell landfill is an existing perrmtted Type 10 landﬁll and no new technology 1s being
proposed.

C. Describe the reliability of technology chosen.

1. Past Experiences.
2. Environmental Impacts.

+

The practice of landfilling has been shown to be the most cost effective and environmentally
sound manner for disposal of construction and demolition debris/wood wastes. Properly
permitted and maintained Type III landfills exhibit very few adverse environmental impacts. It
should be noted that Slidell Landfill has not been the subject of any violations or enforcement
actions since assumption of site operations by the current landfill owners, ESM, in May, 2007.

D. Describe the sequence of technology used form arrival of wastes to the end process at -
the facility (flow chart).

1. Analysis of waste - -~ 6; Monitoring
2, Unloading 7.  Closure
3. Storage 8. Post-closure
4.. Treatment : 9. Disposal
5. Any re51dua]s requiring further handling -

The attached flow chart illustrates the sequence of waste arrival at the facility to the end
process. :

12
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—

E. Wil this facility replace an outmoded/worse polluting one?
. . o

Slidell Landfill is an existing, permitted Type III landfill and is not replacing any other facility.

In the absence of Slidell Landfill, increased disposal costs as well as an increase in illicit

dumping of materials would result. . ' '

F. What consumer products are generating the waste to be disposed? Are there
alternative products that would entail less hazardous waste generation?

The types of materials disposed of at Slidell Landfill are limited to non-hazardous construction
and demolition debris and wood waste. These materials are generated in conjunction with the
demolition of existing structures and in conjunction with the construction of new structures.
Wood wastes are generally associated with the occurrence of storms and other natural events.
Obviously, the presence of facilities capable of disposing of these types of materials is critical
to the growth and even the existence of viable communities. Whereas only non-hazardous
materials are accepted at Slidell Landfill, there are no alternative products that would entail
less hazardous waste generation. :

i
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IV. Are there alternative sites which would offer more protection to the environment
than the proposed facility site without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits?

Slidell Landfill is an existing, permitted Type 11 landfill that has been serving the residents of
St. Tammany Parish and surrounding areas for many years. There are no alternative sites that
would offer more protection to the environment than the existing site, without unduly curtailing
non-environmentai benefits. The LDEQ reached a similar conclusion in its BFD associated
with Slidell Landfili’s prior solid waste permit modification.

Several alternative sites have been discussed and considered in detail in conjunction with prior
submittals to the LDEQ by Slidell Landfill. None of these sites were deemed acceptable upon
evaluation of their environmental, social, and economic impacts.

A. Why was this site chosen? -

. 1. Specific advantages of the site;
2. Were other sites considered and rejected?
3. Is the location of the site irrevocable; i.e., would denial of permit based on site
preclude the project?

Slidell Landfill is a currently operation, properly permitted landfill. Specific advantages of the
site include that it is currently permitted to receive Type III materials, it has been shown to
exhibit geotechmca] and engineering characteristics favorable to landfills, and it is located in an
industrial zoned area. Further, the site is located in proximity to Type III waste generators
with ready access via highway. No other sites exhibiting these favorable characteristics are

known to be available.

While the permitting of a new Type Il waste facility is a possibility, the costs associated with
such (both environmental and non-environmental) are significant. Time requirements
associated with site selection, permitting, and construction activities are also significant. In
preserving the character of rural areas, turning “greenfield” space into industrial -areas is
undesirable, and known existing commercial/industrial areas do not currently provide sufficient
space for a new facility. Whereas no suitable alternative sites are available, combined with the
fact that permitting of a new site would require a period of several years, continued operation
of Slidell Landfill represents maximum protection to the environment without unduly curtailing
non-environmental benefits. Denial of the subject water discharge permit would preclude the
project, thereby precluding associated benefits.

15
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Wetlands

Estuaries

Critical habitat

Historic or culturally significant areas
a. Indian mounds

BW=

B. Is the chosen site in or near environmentally sensitive areas?

_ b. Antebellum houses
c.  Tourist attractions or facilities (e.g., bed and breakfast inns) _ -
d. Campgrounds or parks

As noted in the solid waste permit renewal application recently submitied to the LDEQ, a
permit has been issued by the Corps of Engineers for a small area of wetlands located within
the limits of the landfill. With regard to estuaries, no environmentally significant estuaries are
known to exist near the landfill. There are no known critical habitats, historic or culturally
significant areas, Indian mounds, antebellum houses,' tourist attractions or facilities, or
significant campgrounds or parks in the immediate vicinity of Slidell Landfill.

C. What is the zoning and existing land use of the prospective site and nearby area?

| ' 1. Is the site located near existing heavy mdustna] chemical process or reﬁnery
| operations?
2. Is there a precedent for chemical contamination near the site or is the- sml and
water pristine?
3. Is the area particularly noted for its esthetic beauty?

Shidell Landfill is located in an industrial zoned area. The site is bordered to the west by a
permitted municipal transfer station, to the east by an earthen ditch/canal followed by a mobile
home park, to the north by several automobile dealerships and various commercial busmesses
and to the south by an earthen levee, a canal, and a residential development.

There is no precedent for chemical contamination near the site. The area is not particularly
noted for its aesthetic beauty.
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D. Is the site flood prone?

1. Is the site in a flood plain? :
a. How current are the maps used to make flood plain determinations?
b.  What is the elevation of the site?
¢. Is diking required or desired to provide flood protection?
(1) What is the design height of the dike?
(2) How is the dike protected from erosion?
(3) What frequency and design storm was used?
(4) Is the access to the site over or through dikes?

The Slidell Landfill site is located within the limits of the 100-year flood zone based on FEMA
Flood Rate Map Panel 535 of 600 dated March 1, 1984. The 100-year flood elevation for the
site is approximately 9 feet above mean sea’ level. Whereas Slidell Landfill is an. existing
facility that has operated for many years, natural ground elevations have been modified in
conjunction with construction of cells and placement of incoming materials. The current
elevations of the landfill rangé from several feet below mean sea level to approximately 65 feet
above mean sea level. The maximum permitted height for material to be placed in the landfill
is 65 feet.

An earthen berm that is covered with grass for erosion protection has existed for several years
around the landfill. The berm was constructed to an elevation of approximately 9 feet to
prevent run-off of any storm water from the site and to -prevent run-on of water into the site.
All storm water that falls within the limits of the site drains to an on-site pond and is sampled
prior to discharge over the berm with a manually operated pump. This methodology ensures
that only storm water which meets all required standards is discharged from the site.

The earthen berm located around the perimeter of the landfill is designed to protect the landfill
from a 100-year storm. Access to the facility is via an area that is naturally high such that
travel over a man-made berm is not necessary.

2. Is the site hurricane vulnerable?
a. Is the site in an area subject to storm surge?
b. What are the design storm specifications?
c.  Should damage from wave action be considered?
d. For what levels of wind speed is the facility designed?

As previously stated, an earthen berm exists around the perimeter of Slidell Landfill and is
| constructed to a height of approximately 9 feet, coinciding with the 100 year flood elevation
for the site. The site is not considered to be vulnerable to hurricanes, however, the storm
surge from Hurricane Katrina inundated the site’ in conjunction with the inundation of entire
parishes. No environmental impacts occurred at the facility as a result of Hurricane Katrina
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. i
and the landfill was operational in conjunction with clean-up efforts within a few days of the
occurrence of Hurricane Katrina. It should be noted that the landfill was mstrumental
regarding the disposal of construction and demolition debris/wood waste in the aftermath of

Hurricane Katrina.
!
Damage from wave action is not con51dered to be a threat to operations at Slidell Landfill. In
addition, high winds would not result in any environmental concerns at the landfill. Buildings
. located at the facility are designed in accordance with local and state reqmrements with regard

to wind speeds.

E. Is groundwater protected?

4

Are aquifers or recharge area underlying the site used for drinking water"
What is the relationship of the site to the water table?

What wells exist in the area? )

What is the flow rate and direction of the groundwater flow? -
What is the groundwater quality in the underlying aquifers?
Is there a hydraulic connection between the aquifers?

DR

The risk of adverse impacts to drinking water resources in the vicinity of Slidell Landfill is
minimal due to the nature of the waste received at Slidell Landfill, and due to the existence of
relatively impermeable soils beneath Slidell Landfill. In the previously referenced BFD issued
by the LDEQ for Slidell-Landfill, the LDEQ noted that leachate “is not a concern at this
facility”. The LDEQ further noted that, as construction and demolition debris is generally
considered non-water soluble, “it is unlikely that significant constituent concentrations will be

present”.

There are no known aquifer recharge areas located in the vicinity of Slidell Landfill. Shallow
groundwater has been observed during placement of geotechnical borings on the Slidell
Landfill site at depths ranging from 5-20 feet below ground surface. The shallow groundwater

_ is not of drinking water quality and would not be expected to provide any sustainable yield.
One boring has been drilled to a depth of 60 feet below ground surface at the Slidell Landfill
site. The boring consisted predominately of low permeablhty clays to a depth of 50 feet which
is approximately 20 feet below the bottom depth of the disposal cells. 4

According to information obtained from the Louisiana Department of Transportation and
Development (DOTD) Water Resources Division web site; 19 registered water wells are
located within 0.2 miles of Slidell Landfill. Of these wells, one is listed as a monitor well with
a depth of 16 feet, one is listed as an industrial well with a depth of 255 feet, 12 are. listed as
domestic wells with depths ranging from 210 feet to 660 feet, and five are listed as public
supply wells with depths ranging from 270 feet to 730 feet.

18
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Based on a study performed by the LDEQ and entitled “Estimates of Groundwater Velocities
in Louisiana Aquifers”, average horizontal groundwater flow rates in Louisiana aquifers (less
than 1000 feet in depth) range from 89 feet per year to 484 feet per year. A separate
publication published by the USGS entitled “Louisiana Ground-Water Map No.. 17:...7
provides data regarding deep aquifers in the Slidell area designated as the 1500-foot and the
1700-foot sands. The Kentwood Aquifer is a subset of the 1500-foot sand. The study states
that flow in these aquifers is generally towards the Baton Rouge area as a result of significant
pumpage in the area. However, the study states that a generally south-southwest direction of
flow is observed in the Slidell area due to groundwater withdrawal activities. in the southern
portion of St. Tammany Parish. Shallow aquifers in the Slidell area would be influenced to a
lesser degree due to pumping activities and are likely influenced by seasonal mﬂuences
associated with rainfall events and river/lake levels.

Based on information viewed on the DOTD Water Resources Division-website, aquifers-of
drinking water quality are screened at depths of greater than 200 feet below ground surface in
the Slidell area. A publication by the U.S. Department of Agriculture entitled “Soil Survey of
St. Tammany Parish, Louisiana” states that “Wells generally range in depth from 400 to 2400
feet; the deepest is about 2800 feet. Industrial wells have an average yield of about 1,000
gallons per minute (gpm). The largest yield is a municipal supply well at Slidell with a flow
rate of 3200 gpm.” The previously referenced USGS study indicates that the clay layers
separating the 1500-foot and 1700-foot sands are not impermeable. '

F. Does prospective site pose potential health risks as defined by proximity to:

Prime agricultural area (crop or pasture land)
Residential area
Schools or day care centers
Hospitals or prisons
" Public buildings or entertamment facilities
Food storage area
Existing community health problems that may be aggravated by operation of
additional hazardous waste disposal capacity '

AR A ol

Due to the natire of materials disposed at Slidell Landfill, the site is not considered to
represent a health risk to the community. The site is located in an industrial zoned area and is
bordered predominately by commercial and/or industrial businesses. A mobile home park is
located east of the facility and a relatively new residential development is located to the south.
No prime agricultural property, schools or day care centers, public buildings or entertainment
facilities, or food storage areas are located immediately adjacent to Slidell Landfill. There are
no known community health problems that may be aggravated by the operations of Slidell
Landfill, and no hazardous waste disposal activities are performed at the site.
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G. Is air quality protected?

Is the site within an ozone or non-attainment area?

What contaminants are likely to be generated at the site?"

What protection is afforded from each contaminant generated by the site?
What is the potential for unregulated emissions? ‘
What plans are implemented to provide for odor control"

Who will be affected by emissions?

a.” What is the direction of the prevailing winds?

b. Describe the expected frequency of “bad air” conditions.-

7.  Describe the control of vapors at various stage of process.

Sk W

‘The potential adverse environmental impacts to air quality resulting from operations at Slidell
-Landfill are minimal. The only known potential ‘air quality effects posed by the facility are
associated with odor and/or dust (particulate) emissions. Due to the nature of the materials
being disposed, offensive odors are generally not observed. Placement of clay COVer over
exposed materials at a minimum frequency of once every 30 days, and more often if necessary,
serves to eliminate any potential odor concerns. While the potential for dust emissions is
present, application of water and enforcement of slow speeds within the landfill during dry
conditions serves to minimize this potential adverse impact.

The site is not located in an ozone .or non-attainment zone. - As -previously stated,
particulates/dust represent the only known contaminants to be generated at the site due to the
nature of materials disposed. Protection from particulates/dust include the use of water trucks
and observance of speed limits within the facility. The potential for unregulated emissions is
minimal, and potential odor concerns are minimal due to-reasons previously cited.

Potential effected parties due to dust emissions predominately include the automobile .
dealerships located north of the facility. Prevailing wind direction at the facility is from the
southeast. Again, effective dust control is obtamed through the use of water trucks and vehicle
Speed COHH‘OI . e me e e s . . . e . :

No “bad air” conditions have been associated with Slidell Landfill in the past and none are
anticipated. Due to the nature of materials disposed, vapor issues are generally not a concern.
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1

H. Have physical site characteristics been studied; what has been done in terms of a
geotechnical investigation? '

1. Site geology : 5. Aquifer location

2. Hydrology. 6. Subsidence problems
3. Topography 7.  Climatic conditions
4.  Soil properties

Slidell Landfill is an existing, permitted Type III landfill. Whereas all proposed disposal cells
have been excavated and material has been disposed in all cells, future disruption to the
existing physical characteristics at the site will be minimal. The remaining life of the facility
will be utilized in conjunction with the filling of existing disposal cells as required to achieve
appropriate grades and slopes.

Site characteristics associated with geology, hydrology, topography,i soil properties, aquifer
locations, and climate conditions have been addressed and are as previously discussed herein.
Each of these characteristics, as previously shown, is favorable to the operations of Slidell
Landfill. With regard to subsidence problems, none have been experienced over the life of the
existing landfill and none are anticipated.
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V. Are there mitigating measures which would offer more protection to the
environment than the facility as proposed without unduly curtailing non-
environmental benefits? '

As noted in the LDEQ’s BFD for Slidell Landfill’s prior’ permit modification, “The
Department finds that there are no other mitigating measures which would offer more
protection to the environment than the facility, as proposed, without unduly curtailing non-
environmental benefits.” :

A teview of the environmental control systems currently in place at Slidell Landfill supports
the LDEQ’s conclusions in this matter. Mitigating measures that are currently -in use at Slidell
Landfill have been previously discussed and are outlined in detail in conjunction with prior
submittals to the LDEQ. As such, they will not be repeated herein. However, it should be
noted that continued operation of the landfill is in itself a mitigating measure. A--properly -
managed, regutated Type Il waste disposal facility such as Slidell Landfill mitigates against
illegal open or promiscuous dumping in the area. The LDEQ notes in its BFD that “The
Department find no additional device, system, or procedure that would provide any greater
environmental protection than that which is presently incorporated into the design and permit
requirements of the facility.” A few of the mitigating measures associated with Slidell Landfill
that are worthy of emphasis include:

a. The facility is located in a commercial area which is zoned M-2 (Intermediate
Industrial).

b. The facility is located adjacent to Coastal Waste Services, a municipal solid waste
pick-up station.

¢. Multiple comfnercial establishments, such as car dealerships and other businesses,
line Interstate 10 and Howze Beach Lane, partially obscuring the facility from view.

.d... The- waste received by .the facility is construction and ‘demolition debris .and
‘woodwaste. No putrescible waste, with its associated odors and potential for disease,
is accepted.

e. . Quality controls systems, such as inspections of incoming vehicles and loads, ensure
that no putrescible waste is received. These systems also ensure that no other types

of prohibited wastes are received.

f.  The site is underlai\n bj! low permeability clays.

[12+]

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan is in place for the facility which requires,
among other things, that “be anagement practices”be : ili
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h. The facility possesses a valid LPDES permit regulating discharges from the facility.
Voluntary procedures in place at the facility, including those required by the water
discharge permit, ensure that all discharges are closely monitored.

i. Issuance of the subject LPDES permit will not impact wetlands in any way.

j.  The facility is inspected daily by on-site personnel. Periodic independent
inspections are also performed by an independent environmental engineering firm.
A Preventative Maintenance/Compliance Evaluation Form is completed on a daily
basis, copies of which are submitted to the LDEQ on a weekly basis.

A. Is this facility part of a master plan to provide waste management? Whose plan?

1. How does it fit into the plan? -
2. What geographical area is served by the plan"

The parish of St. Tammany has contracted with the firm of Camp, Dresser, and McKee
(CDM) to prepare a “Solid Waste Management Implementation Plan” (The Ptan) for the
parish. A draft copy of The Plan has been submitted to the Parish and is dated Febru"ary 11,
2009. Excerpts from The Plan have been included as Appendix D.

As noted in the Executive Summary of The Plan, in St. Tammany Parish “The population has
grown by 20% between 2000 and 2006 with expected growth of over 35% over the next 20
years. With this population growth comes an increase in waste volume of Municipal Solid
Waste (MSN) and Construction and Demolition Waste (C&D) including yard waste and
potential recyclables.” The Plan further states that “The principle need for St. Tammany
Parish’s solid waste management plan is the development of a C&D disposal facility... with
rising costs in fuel, transporting this waste out of the Parish is not economical.. This
component must be first priority for St. Tammany Parish.” . :

The geographical area served by Slidell Landfill is unlimited. .

B. - Does this facility fit into an integrated waste management system?
(reduction; recovery, recycling, sales tax, exchange, storage, treatment,’ disposal).
’
1.  On-site
- 2. Regional

Stidell Landfill performs on-site disposal of construction and demolition debris/wood waste
only. Treatment and storage are not performed on-site. Slidell Landfill, is a result of its
unlumted permltted service area, provides a posmve unpact to the reglon through proper

prev10usly discussed.
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C. Can waste be disposed in another fashion (way)?

1. Technology limitations
2.  Cost factors
3. Other reasons

The alternative technologies of recycling and incineration were evaluated. However, as noted
below, this type of waste is not suitable for such technology.

One alternative to landfilling is the recycling of Type IIl waste. However, in order to
effectively recycle the waste, it would need to be sorted and stored prior to recycling.
Traditionally, costs associated with these labor-intensive operations prohibit this option.
Additionally, much of the Type III waste, such as demolition materials (e.g., sheetrock), do
not easily lend themselves to.recycling technologies. : :

A second alternative is incineration. . However, much of this type of waste, particularly
concrete and plastic, does not readily lend itself to incineration, thus ruling out this option.
Additionally, air emissions associated with this option would likely create unnecessary and
undesirable environmental concerns.

D. What quality assurance control will be utilized to protect the environment?

. Plans for lab work

. How are out-of-spec wastes handled
. What happens to rejected wastes

. Treatment stabilization

. Segregation of noncompatible wastes
. Handling of containerized wastes

S Ut b W b

Nurmerous quality assurance control mechanisms are currently in-place at Slidell Landfill 'to

protect the environment.. These mechanisms include, but are not limited to: the use of office

check-in personnel with video recording cameras and spotters to ensure the acceptabili}y of
materials being disposed; storm water controls including maintenance of perimeter levees and
an’ on-site storm water holding pond; sampling of storm water runoff prior to discharge, and
sampling of storm water during discharge; placement of clay cover on all exposed materials at
minimum intervals of every 30 days; use of water trucks and speed reduction devices to control
dust emissions; performance of daily site audits that are submitted to the L.LDEQ on a weekly

basis; and performance of periodic site audits by an independent environmental engineering
firm. :

appropriate offsite recycling/disposal facility. No treatment stabilization, segregation of non-

O DdLlD wWd , O AT o0

CAD7-09\23106\responsetoravisediTquestions, 0709




LDEQ-EDMS Document 42459865, Page 26 of 71

E. Innovative techniques used to control release of waste or waste constituents into the
environment.

Surface impoundment

Land application treatment

Landfill (burial)

Incinerator p
Container storage

Tanks

SR W

Due to the nature of wastes disposed by Slidetl Landfill, the potential for release of waste or
waste constituents to the environment is minimal. Innovative techniques employed by Slidell
Landfill include the routing of all storm water to a surface impoundment/holding pond.. Water
in'the pond is'sampled prior to discharge to ensure compliance with all applicable discharge
limitations. No land application, incineration, or storage of containers/tanks is performed on
the site. Landfilling of materials received by the facility is performed in compliance with
applicable solid waste regulations, LPDES discharge permit requirements, and in accordance
with the quality assurance procedures previously discussed.

[ ]
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APPENDIX A

RESPONSE TO “IT” QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED IN CONJUNCTION WITH
SLIDELL LANDFILL, L.L.C.’S
MAJOR PERMIT MODIFICATION APPLICATION
OCTOBER, 2004 (REVISED APRIL, 2006)
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RESPONSE TO “IT QUESTIONS”
(And LAC 33:VIL.523)
Submitted in Conjunction with Shidell Landfill, LL.C.'s
Major Permit Meodification Application
October, 2004 (Revised April 2006)

INTRODUCTION

This submittal is made in support of the request by Shidell Landfill, LL.C. (“Shdell
Landfill”) to modify its existing solid waste permit, No. P-0345. Slidell Landfill has submitted a
Major Permit Modification Application, dated October, 2004, as revised March 2005 (the
“Application”). Essentially, Slidell Landfill seeks to join the mewer portions of the facility
permitied in September, 2000, with older portions of the facility, thus creating a fully permitted,
environmentally protective Type 11 waste disposal facility. Skidell Landfill will, thus, be able to
accommodate all of the Type [0 waste disposal needs of the residerts of St. Tammany Parish for

years 1o come.

Currently, Slidel! Landfill is fully permitted to dispose of Type 111 waste (construction
and demolition debris and woodwasie) at its facility in Slidell, Louisiana. As originally
permitted in Sepiember, 2000, the life span of the landfill was approximately ten to twenty years,
given the permitted final contours of the landfill. However, Hurricane Kafrina tadically altered
this timetable. Because of the huge volume of Type III and other approved hurricane-debris; the
landfill has nearly reached its capacity under its current permit. At the time of this submittal, the

- lifespan of the landfill is o longer measured in vears, but rather weeks. Granting 'this
] modification is essential to assuring that St Tammany Parish has adequate capacity in the future

-to safely dispose of Type I waste in & manner most protective of the environment.
'SECTION 523 AND THE 'IT QUESTIONS'

. The “IT Questions™ are made an integral part of the solid waste permit application
“process through LAC 33:VIL.523, which requires that permit applications contain responses to
the specific questions in order to facilitate the evaluation of the application. The “TT Questions”
“themselves, which are embodied in Section 523, evolve from the Louisiana Constitution of 1974,
Art. IX, Sec. 1, and the principles enunciated by the Louisiana Supreme Court in Save Qurselves,
Inc. v. Louisiana Environmental Control ‘Commission, 452 So. 2d 1152 (La. 1984), as refined by
“the Court of Appeals, First Circuit, in Blackert v. Louisiana Deparmment of Environmental
Quality, 506 So. 2d 749 (La. App. 1 Cir. 1987) and In re: Rubicon, 95-0108 (La. App. 1 Cir.

2/14/96), 670 So. 2d 475, rehearing denied, 3/29/96.

The secretary of the Louisiana Department of Environmenta! Quality (“LDEQ™) has been
designated as the primary public trustee of the environment. He must consider and follow the
will and intent of the Louisiana Constitution of 1974 in making decisions regarding the
enVIronmen ":ml‘, . Fhesecreial - . ’ ) ims i -
iastee. and thereby justifies the discretion afforded him in permi
Wmuu—i
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. received in April, 2002. Since Hurricane Katrina, Cell No. 2 may have reach

1) Have the potential and real adverse environmental effects of the project been gvoided

1o the maximum extent possible; )
2) Does .a cost benefit analysis of the environmental impact costs balanced against the

social and economic costs demonstrate that ‘the latter outweighs the former; and
3) Are there alternative projects, alternative sites, or mitigating measures which- offer
mote protection to the environment that the proposed project without unduly curtailing

non-environmental benefits.

Rubicon, 670 So. 2d at p. 483; see also Jn re: American Waste and Pollution Control Co., 93-
3163 (La. 9/15/94) 642 So. 2d 1258, 1266. 1 This submittal will address these three inquiries.

BACKGROUND
d waste disposal facility, located in 3t. Tammany
Parish at 310 Howze Beach Road in Slidetl, Louisiana. Under its current permit, it is allowed to

dispose of Type III waste (construction and demolition debris and woodwaste). 2 The facility is
divided into Cell Nos. 1.and No. 2 and an old landfill. Cell Nos. 1 and 2 were permitted by the

LDEQ on September 26, 2000 through the issuance of Permit No. P-0345.

Slidell Landfill is a fully permitted soli

-~

Cell No. 2, consisting of approximately 16.5 acres and approximately 900,000 cubic
yards of capacity, began receiving Type I waste after the appropriate LDEQ approval was
ed its permitted

capacity and height allowance. '

Cell No. 1, consisting of approximately 9 acres and approximately 600,000 cubic yards of
capacity, was not fully constructed at that time. After Hurricane Katrina, construction work was
completed and proper authorization was provided by LDEQ to use Cell No. 1 for the disposal of
hurricane-debris and Type III waste. The capacity of Cell No. 1 is limited. At the current rate of
receipt, Cell No. 1 will soon reach its permitted capacity and height allowance. :

Directly south of, and abutting, the current lapdfil] is located what 1s commonly referred
to s the 'old landfill,’ which is approximately 20 acres in size. It is part of the landfill known as
the Johnny F. Smith Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill. The landfill ceased accepting
waste around April, 2002. The old landfill is under an Order to Close, No. 0246-A-2, issued by

the LDEQ.

In the September 26, 2000 permittiﬁgbf Cell Nos. 1 and 2, LDEQ provided 2 Basis for
Decision (“BFD”) in which was performed an extensive and comprehensive analysis of the “IT
Questions,” a review of the landfill's compliance history, and a capacity determination. The BFD

is attached hereto and made a part hereof as Attachment A. After reviewing the application, the

administrative record, and an opposing comment t0 the application, the LDEQ concluded in the

vironmental impacts were minimized 10 the maximum' extent

v Section 523 séparates Issue 3 into three distinct inquiries.

e1o

. Peclarations and A imstrative

; -

i
1

. . Hurricane Katrina; Slidell Landfill is also authorized to re

Pursuant to the various Emergency 1)
ceive hurricane-debris,’ as that term is defined, durmg the

S ’

pendency of the emergency.
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" possible, that the social and economic

benefits of the facility outweighed any potential .

environmental impacts, and that no alternative sites, projects, or mitigating measures offered

more protection to the environment than the proposed project without unduly curtailing non-
environmenta! benefits. The LDEQ specifically found that the project “will be protective of
human health and the environment and hereby issues Standard Permit P-0345." BFD, p. 12.
Slidell Landfill ‘maintains that the LDEQ's decision is stil] correct and amply supported by

existing facts.

Although Slidell Landfill received substantial damage during Hurmricane Katrina,

protective measures incorporated in the facility operation allowed Slidell Landfill to recover and

play an integral role in the regional recovery effort. Since the hurricane, it has recetved

approximately 1.5 million cubic yards of waste for disposal. Obviously, such a large volume
required the invocation of the provisions of the varions Declarations of Emergency and
Administrative Orders (the “Emergency Order”). Specifically,
permnitted facilities to accept hurricane debris for disposal without the need to first modify
existing permits as & means addressing the increased demand for capacity arising from the storm
event, Additionally, though, the Emergency Order required that a permit modification addressing
long-term changes on operations and disposal which occurred during the emergency be

submitted no later than the expiration of the latest Emergency Order.

The current application, although it was initially submitied prior to Hurricane Katrina, is
also intended to address the changes to operations and disposal that occurred as a result of the
hurricane. Essentially, the application seeks to join the old landfill with the two current cells.
The ‘airspace’ of the landfill will be increased. The current permit allows Cell Nos 1 and 2 10
achieve 3:1 slopes, but only up to 19.- 21 feet above mean sea level. The application simply
requests that the 3:1 siope be aliowed to continue up its natural gradient to a height of

approximately 130 feet above mean sea jevel. Additionally, the horizontal ‘footprint' of the three

cells will not be substantially increased. Essentially, the expansion of the horizontal ‘footprint

will occur within the perimeter levees of the landfill.

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS ..

Before  an-in-depth discussion of the TT Questions' is undertaken, several important

preliminarily considerations should be noted. As the T Questions' are reviewed, it is suggested
that these considerations be kept in mind. ' E ;

As mentioned above, the BFD is a comprehensive analysis of the TT Questions' as they
applied to the prior expansion of the facility from the old landfill into the currently permitted
Cell Nos. 1 and 2. The analysis, facts, and conclusions set forth in the BFD have changed little

since its issuance in September, 2000, except perhaps that the facility has become even more

environmentaily protective (as highlighted in subsequent sections). In brieéf summary, extensive
w nducted at the facility, in partnership with the U. S. Corps of Engineers -and

, 10 € waler 1o

the Emergency -Order allowed =~

5 rigorous pre-discharge sampling -and analysis program.

Additionally,- a new and detailed  Stormwater Polluti

BFD itself. The rationale and basis for granting the expansion into Cell Nos.

670261.1
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- valid and viable for the present modification, if not more S0 based on the environmental

upgrades, as they were when LDEQ relied on them in the 2000 BFD.
The mext consideration is how Slidell Landfill was impacted by Hurricane Katrina.
buildings, equipment, and

Although Slidell Landfill suffered extensive physical damage to its
records, it was able to recover and provide its capacity 10 satisfy the immediate need for disposal
capacity in the wake of Hurricane Katrina. For this reason, 'it has approached the limits of its
permitted capacity. In 2 short perjod of time, the length of which depends on the volume of
wasie received at the facility, Shdell Landfill will be required to begin closure.” If this’is

required, Slidell, St. Tammany and the northshore as a whole will lose the availability of an

" ideally suited, permitted landfill that can easily manage the volume of Type 111 waste that:will be

generated as the area rebuilds. Without Slidell Landfill, LDEQ will be forced to permit other
sites, thus purposefully and unpecessarily creating more brownfield locations in an aesthetically

pleasing area that takes great pride in its green spaces.

Qlidell Landfill is ideally suited for continued use as a disposal facility for a number of
reasons. For example, the area in W. .ch Slidell Landfill is located i already zoned by St.
Tammany Parish as M-2 (Intermediate Industrial). Further, the Jandfill does pot violate any of
the local land use requirements. Jd. Because of the zoming of the area, Slidell Landfill is located
in an area of compatible land use. Slidell Landfill is in an area that is already heavily
commercial in pature. Multiple commetcial establishments, such as car dealerships, buildings,
and other businesses, are located along Howze Beach Road. Additionally, Slidell Landfill is

o located directly adjacent to the Coastal Waste facility, a residential solid waste pick-up station.
The current site has been commercial and industrial in nature for some time. .

Further, the efficient.and continued collection, transportation, and disposal of Type m
waste i necessary to maintain and enhance the quality of life enjoyed by residents of St.
Tammany Parish. ~ An efficient system €nSUTes that costs are minimize Slidell Landfill, in

providing St. Tammany with such a system for Type I waste, provides a necessary .and cost-

effective public service for the residents of St. Tammany. Further, having a local option for

" disposal reduces the tendency for illegal dumping.
" Finally, Siidell Landfill has worked cooperatively wifi LDEQ. It has volintarily
supplied information to the LDEQ and welcomed LDEQ's compliance assistance. Slidell

Landfill has gone 'above and beyond' the requirements of the regulations to ensure that every

aspect of its day-to-day operations conforms 10 and exceeds all measuresof environmental

performance. Stidell Landfill remains committed to this goal.
With the foregoing preliminary consideration established, Slidell Landfill addressed
Section 523 in the context of this modification request. ' : . ;

s
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ANALYSIS

1) Have the potential and real adverse environmental effects of the project been avoided to the

maximum extent possible?

Yes, the potential and real adverse environmental effects of the project (including
impacts to groundwater, surface water, and air quality, acsthetic impacts (visual/noise), safety

ding property values, wetlands impacts, and adverse impacts 10

risks, impacts to Surroun
'sensitive environmental areas’) have been-avoided to the maximum extent possible.

LDEQ found as part of the prior expansion that the “potential and Teal adverse
environmental effects of the facility hiave been avoided to the maximum extent possible.” BFD,
p. 3. LDEQ reviewed the groundwater and surface water impacts, finding that such media “will

be protected” due to, Zmong other things, the monitoring required under the facility's Louisiana -

Pollution Discharge Elimination System (“LPDES”) permit, the lack of leachate generated ata -

Type I facility, and the predominantly clay barrier existing under the maximum point of
excavation BFD, p. 4. These conditions have not changed at all. Additionally, the LDEQ noted
that emissions from the facility “pose little threat to the air quality” because Type 1 waste does

not produce methane or create an odor problem. 4. Again, these conditions have not changed.
Finally, Slidell Landfill proposed and implemerted various protective measures, such as waste -
t disposed at the

receipt and acceptance procedures t0 ensure that inappropriate waste is no
facility and a fire and safety program. Yet again, these procedures and programs are still in
o effect and used at the facility. Considering these additional “protective measures,” LDEQ found

e-water, and air have been

the “adverse environmental impacts o groundwater, surfac
minimized.” BFD, p. 5. The facts and circumstances Supporting the issuance of the BFD have
not changed over the last several years. The conclusions in the BFD that supported the

expansion of the facility are clearly applicable and relevant to the current expansion.

The BFD reviewed groundwater, gurface water, and air quality impac
concluded that protective measures Were inp iinimi
extent possible. - This analysis will List and consider not only impacts 10 groundwater, surface
water, and air quality, but also will go well beyond those impacts and evalvate additional =~

potential adverse environmental effects, including aesthetic impacts (visual/noise),.sa.fetjf,risksk
impacts to surrounding property values, wetlands impacts, and adverse impacts to 'seénsitive

environmental areas.'

Surface Water Impacts

The potential surface water impacts from the facility that may eccur as'a result of facilify
discharges though permitted outfalls, spills, and run-off. The BFD
ed as the discharges would be monitored in

operations include direct
found ‘that surface water discharges would minimiz

et d

| [FE L
: accordance with the LPDES permit.

i

| The facility 1s permj 1 ce waters 'pursumlt to EPDE

Q
e permit was issued on December 7, 1999, effective January 1, 2000. A timely

rencwal was submitted and has been deemed administrativ :

o e ey




LDEQ-EDMS Document 42459865, Page 33 of 71

Water in Cell No. 1 i now routed 1o Cell No, 2 for discharge through Outfall 002. Cell

No. 2 also discharges through Outfall 002. Outfalls 003 and 004 (the sanitary discharges and the
equipment and vehicle wash discharges) flow. into Cell No. 1, for ultimate discharge though
‘ Outfall 002, as mentioned above. Outfalls 003 and 004 are sampled prior to their discharge into

Cell No. 1. Thus, all discharges from the facility are subject 10 voluntarily procedures noted .

below.

| ‘ The discharges from the facility consist primarily of siormwater, only 2 small portion of
| which has actually contacted the Type I waste. Outfalls 001 and 002 flow into an unnamed
ditch, then into an unnamed canal, then Dfo Schnjeder Bayou, and pltimately into, Lake
Pomtchartrain. There are no drinking water uptakes in the area, nor is the upnamed canal and
i Schnieder Bayou designated as scenic waterways. In fact, there are no scenic streams or critical

- -% - “habitats in the area which may receive the facility's surface water discharges. :

Since LDEQ's September, 2000 approval of the expansion into the facility’s currently

permitted footprint, and the favorable conclusions in the associated BFD, there have been recent
cedures which make potential adverse

significant upgrades to the facility's operations and pro
impacts to surface water even less likely. Within the last year and 8 half, the facility has
voluntarily upgraded the facility, adopted more stringent discharge limitations and procedures,

and updated plans have been implemented.

Facility Upgrades

1n close coordination ‘with the V. S. Corps of Engineers (“Corps” or «COE”) and LDEQ,

<. Slidell Landfill has performed, and continues-to perform, work at the facility that is-designed 10
provided to the surrounding

substantially upgrade the facility so that even more protection is
environment. The work encompasses projects at the Jandfill itself, and also the - neighboring
Coastal Waste facility. While the work at the Jandfill itself (i.e., the .ephancement of the
perimeter levees and the flow of water to 8 central area for reatment) is significant on its own,
the entirety of the project, both at the landfill and the Coastal Waste facility, will be discussed so

-+ that a full description of all environmental enhancement will be provided. o

Slidell Landfill solicited the input and-approval of both the LDEQ and the Corps. Shdell .
Landfill -met with LDEQ on -fwo occasions (one meeting with Permits and another ‘with
Enforcement) to discuss and outline the facility enhancement plan. LDEQ favorably received

the plan and provided its approval. The Corps itself was extensi‘vely consulted and provided its

approval. Thereafter, the work began-and, as of the date of this submittal, continues. Slidell

Landfill remains committed, and looks forward, to completing the work in the very near future.

The plan, as presented, consisted of the following items:

1. " Reform and build the perimeter levee on the south, west, and east side of the landfill,
wiih the levee joining the-existing levee on the east side and running along the entire length of

2. Refo
the ditch will be lined with naturatly occurring o

™
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™

* \andfill will be sealed within the perime

requires treatment and discharge) and will ensure that

3. . Slope and grade the Coastal Waste parking lot such that all water within the inner berm

flows into a dedicated pond located to the west of the landfill, outside of the perimeter levee. If

necessary, chlorine treatment may be added prior to discharge. _ -
4. Reform and build the perimeter levee surrounding the Coastal Waste site along Schheider

Canal and along the existing drainage ditch behind the pick-up station and the shop building.

A perimeter levec exists along the south side of the landfill and generatly runs north
along the east side of the old landfill cell and Cell No. 2. The levee was/will be reformed along
the south and east sides of the landfill to a height of 9.5 feet (the 100-year flood elevation). For
most of this area, the levee already exists and the work will only require placing matertals on top
of the existing feature and, consequently, widening the base to 2 certain degree. Additionally, a
Jevee will be built along the west side of the landfill. In this way, the entire active portion of the
ter levee. The levee will ensure that all water is held on-

site for treatment prior to discharge, thus assuring an additional means of controlling the quality

of the discharges.

A ditch currently exists on the south side of the landfill, just inside the existing levee.

The purpose of the new ditch is to route water to treatment areas to maximize the quality of the
discharges. The ditch, with two feet of recompacted or naturally occurring clay at its base, will
be re-formed along the south side of the landfill. A high point or ridge will be placed in the ditch
in the center of the south side of the old landfill cell, such that water will flow east and west
along the south side of the landfill, and eventpally flow into the pond in Cell No.2. '

A two-part project was proposed for the Coastal Waste property. First, to minimize the '
amount of water flowing onto the site, the levee along Schneider Canal was reformed and a levee

built along the discharge ditch from its intersection with Schneider Canal. Second, fo ensure that

potentially contaminated water that is generated on-site may be sampled and properly ;u'eated'

before discharge, the Coastal Waste parking area was/will be bermed, the area sloped and
graded, and all water (and other discharges) will be routed to a central pond located west of the
landfill (and outside the perimeter levee). These projects reduce the amount of water coming
onto the Coastal Waste property {(which will decrease the -amount of water that ultimately
all discharges from Coastal Waste are
Reducing-the amount of water requiring treatment will - -

properly treated prior to discharge.
the quality of discharges.

ensure that any such treatment is more effective, thus increasing

The benefits of this ..prdject are clear. During high tide, water backed up in Schneider

Canal and the drainage ditch and ultimately flowed onto Coastal Waste property. The increased
water amount of water made treatment more difficult. Reducing the amount of water flowing
thus increasing the likelihood

onto the property serves to reduce the amount requiring treatment,
of higher quality discharges. To accomplish this, the current Jevee along Schneider Canal was
hing the Slidell levee. Additionally, the levee was built

reformed to the 9.5 feet height, matc .
I i its 1 ction with Schneider Canal to a point where the existing

ong the.
i tion in the amount of water requinng €a

ele . .
use of a central treatment pond epsures discharges from the site Wi

treated and exceed required treatment.

"y
Ta T TeA
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The current parking area was surrounded by an inner berm and the area within the inner
berm was sloped and graded such that all water was routed to & central pond, which will be
located west of the landfill and outside of the perimeter levee. The Coastal Waste pond will
receive only water routed to it from Coastal Waste (although eventually it may receive the

discharges from Outfalls 003 and 004 from Slidell Landfill). All currently existing discharges

(stormwater, washrack, and sanitary) will be routed to the new pond. The sanitary discharge will
plant currently on-siie.

be routed to the pond after being ireated by the sanitary treatment
Further, if necessary before discharge. all of the water in the pond will be routed through a
chlorine contact chamber for further treatment. In this manner, all Coastal Waste discharges will

be routed 1o one central treatment pond and aggressively'treated prior to discharge.

ges to 2 central pond, coupled with limiting the amount of

water entering the pond through reforming and building-the levee to halt ingress of tidally
influenced water, will positively benefit the surrounding area. The discharges from the Coastal
Waste site will be within all permitted limits, thus minimizing any impact 10 the receiving waters

and surrounding area.

The plan to route all dischar

astal Waste took every available measure to ensure that impacts

Slidell Landfill and Co.
s taken by Slidell Landfill and
S

are minimized. The following is 2 partial listing of active measure:
Coastal Waste during the time that these activities are in Progress:
1. The majority of the work performed on the perimeter levees simply required placement

~ of additional material on top of the existing levee.
S 2. No equipment was placed in any stream, bayou,

~" was placed on the landfil itself.
management practices as appropriate) were E

3. Heay bales and silt fences (and other best
s erected and maintained along the perimeter of the landfill where work was performed so that

runoff was minimized.
4. All applicable standards contained in the water quality

activities were complied with.
5. - The work and equipment placement was documented and monthty ProgIess Teports were

submitted.

or other watercourse. The equipment

general permit for construction

Through these- measures, Slidell Landfill enhanced the ‘protection it provides to the
environment. The levees and ditches assist in insuring that no water leaves the site that is not
properly treated under the facility's LPDES pemmit, thus assuring a higher quality surface water

discharge into the surrounding environment.

Voluntary Procedures

ility adopted voluntary proccdures for discﬁarging stormwater
from Outfalts-0601-and-00 iel] Landfill adopted these procedures to ensure the protection of

' water quality when discharging through Outfalls 001 and 002 as we a5 10 ¥ ovide EDEQ-with
information regarding the ischarges from the facility. The procedures were

adopted only after consultation with the LDEQ and the adoption of LDEQ's comments into the
: 11 Na 1 is now routed to Cell No. 2.

final version of the procedures. Note That all water from CeliNg-—=1500

I |

On October 26, 2004, the fac
no ;]

670261.1
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\

Thus, all discharges from Cell No. 1 and Cell No. 2 are subject to the proced
Outfall 002 and Cell No. 2.

ures cstablis}:led for

Generally, the Slidell Landfill imposed upon itself two basic obligations: first, it imposed

on itself more discharge parameters than those required under its permit, and second, it imposed
on itself a strict set of sampling and analysis procedures which must be met prior.i0 any

discharge from Outfall 002.

Slidell Landfill imposed on itself additional discharge parameters than those required
under its existing permit. Under 1ts existing permit, daily maximum limits are set for oil and
and total organic carbon (“TOC”) and a maximum and minimum Iimit is set for pH.

Several metals are required o be analyzed and reported but no numerical limit is set. Flow 1s to

" be estimated and reported- Under the LPDES General Permit for Construction/Demolition
Debris and Woodwaste Landfills (LAG780000, effective September 1, 2001), additional’
eters are required that afe not found in the facility's existing. permit: Total Suspended
Solids (“TSS™), Biological Oxygen Demand (“BOD”),-ammonia-, dlpha terpineol, benzoic acid,
p-cresol, and phenol. A numerical limit is set for zinc (collectively, the 'self-imposed limits'). 3

Each parameter has a numeric discharge limit. The facility voluntarily adopted these additional

limits.

Slidell Landfill also imposed on jtself a strict set of sampling and analysis procedures
which must be met prior to 20y discharge from Outfall 002. In general terms, 8 sample is taken
T of stormwater awaiting discharge in Cell No. 2 and analyzed for all of the parameters noted
above. If the analysis establishes that permit limits and the self-imposed limits are met, then
there may be a discharge from Outfall 002. I, however, the sample of the accumulated
stormwater awaiting discharge indicates than any of the limits are not met, then treatment will be
done until the stormwater is tested and meets all applicable limitations. In his fashion, there is
assurance that permit limits and self-imposed-limits are met prior to discharge. Additionally, a
sample of the actual discharge is taken and apalyzed. If the discharge sample shows any non-
compliance, the discharge will cease. As water from Cell No. 1 is routed to Cell No. 2 for
‘discharge through Outfall 002, the procedures for discharges from Outfall 001 and Cell No. 1 are
 no longer utilized. All water from Cell No. 1 is subject to the procedures noted for Cell No. 2
and Outfall 002. " o ' B ‘

Through the adoption and implementation of these voluntary procedures, Slidell Landfill
minimizes the possibility that any of its discharges impact surface water. Additionally, Slidell
Landfill has implemented even further environmentally protective measures, outlined below, that |
greatly minimize the possibility that contaminants will impact a surface water discharge. -

The SWPPP

In December, 2004, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, a Spill Prevention, Control,
and Countermeasures Plan, and Bes i ectively, the “SWPPP™).

v BOD. However, even though the
sed on its self the voluntary procedures outlined

el
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ans (Whi(.‘jl were combined in a
d control - the pollution of
, prevents, and controls the

were formally mstmm:d at the facility. The purpose of these pl
single, comprehensive document) is to minimize, prevent, an
‘ stormwater discharges. By doing so, the facility thereby minimizes
poliutants that may eventually be contained in a discharge from Outfalls 001 and 002.

The SWPPP is 2 comprehensive document that segregates the facility into five mains
areas, identifies the possible pollution sources in each, and then details the best management
practices and procedures employed by the facility to prevent pollutants from entering
stormwater. Various best management practices have been adopted by the facility.

The best management practices reduce spills at the facility. For example, vehicles
hauling materials with the potential to drop of track materials are monitored closely. If material
does fall from the vehicle, it is promptly cleaned up. Additionally, oils and other such ‘materials

are located inside secondary containment or placed on 0P of containment pallets. Lids and -
container openings are kept closed when not in use. If spiils do occur, then sorbent material is
prompily used and disposed of properly. When equipment 1s serviced, drip pans and absorbent

pads are used. ,

Other best management practices prevent soil erosion. For example, erosion from bare or

recently distarbed areas is minimized through planting of seasonal grass or other erosion control
measures. Hay bales and silt fences are utilized if significant erosion is anticipated. These
practices minimize the amount of solids entering stormwater and thus the pollutans that may

-~ enter surface waters.

- Other best managemenf practices prevent the creation of leachate. A twelve-inch layer of
layer prevenis precipitation

clay is placed over the exposed material every thirty days. The clay
from conizcting the Type M waste, shus reducing the possible pollutants that may enter

stormwater.

The SWPPP reduces pollutanis entering stormwater. 1o this manner, it reduces the

. poliutants that may be discharged into the surface waters.

Groundwater Impacts

" The potential does exist for groundwater contamination from the operation of the facility.
However, the potential risk of impact 18 minimal based on the nature of the waste received at the
facility. To the extent there s a risk of an adverse impact, the risk is minimized to the maximum
extent possible because the clay underneath the site will reduce any impacts to groundwater and

operational plans will reduce spills.

astern corner of the Prairic Terrace aguifer. There

The facility is located above the southe
Area water is generally provided by the City

are no known drinking water wells in the vicinity.

of Slidell or the Parish of St. Tammany. -

Thenatureo' the wWaslie scetved-an

e demolition debris and woodwaste. By ifs very Dature, Type T waste pOSes i .
ici lid waste or industrial wastes.*Unlike industrial wastes, hazardous

envir

' 670261.1
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* ‘noted to be anything other than Type III waste..

reinforce and support the prior study.

wastes, or even municipal solid wastes, Type I waste simply does not contain similar types or
levels of harmful constituents or materials. .

LDEQ concurs in this assessmént. I the BFD, LDEQ stated that leachate “is not a
concem at this-facility.” BFD, at p. 4. LDEQ noted that, as construction and demolition debris
is generally considered non-water soluble, “it is unlikely that significant constituents
concentrations will be present.” Id  Thus, the type of waste received minimizes impacts 1o

groundwater.

The facility also has in place a waste acceptance plan which ensures that' only Type I
waste is Teceived and disposed of at the facility. Upon arrival at the facility, the material

proceeds through a weigh station where the paperwork is checked to determine if the material is
Once cleared, the load proceeds to the landfill

If any material is observed in the load that is not

where the deposition of gach load 1s observed.
it is returned to the customer or placed in a -

approved or allowed to be disposed of at the facility,
roll-off bin for removal and proper disposal.

pose a risk 10 groundwater, the underlying

groundwater. Underlying the facility 1s 2
e feet thick. The nature of the underlying

Even if Type III waste could be considered to
soil is sufficiently impervious to prevent impact t0
patural, predominately clay batrier that is at least fiv
soils have been documented by the facility on two occasions.

In November, 1997, Soil Testing Engineers, Inc. (“Soil Test”) ,conducted‘ a site
investigation in which numerous soil borings were obtained from Cell Nos. 1 and 2 and the side
slopes of Cell No. 2. Five soil borings were taken from the bottom of Cell No. 2 and four
sarples were taken from the side slopes of that cell. Additionally, three soil borings were taken
from Cell No. 1 to.a depth of thirty feet. The investigation Tevealed that a low permeable clay
exists below the facility. LDEQ, in its BFD, concluded that the clay barrier will “significantly

reduce the potential for surface spills to impact groundwater.” BFD, at p. 4.

A-new study was completed in February, 2005 by Soil Test. The results of the stndy
Soil Test concludes that the site is underlain with “stiff -
clays and silty clays.” - : o

Finally, there are operational practices that reduce potential impacts to gropndwéler. As
stated above, the facility has in place an SWPPP which will serve to redu

> ce or prevent spills
from even occurring. If they do occur, the SWPPP ensures that they are cleaned-up very quickly
prior to the time they could pose a risk to gr

oundwater. Additionally, all fuel tanks, used oil
tanks, or other such tanks or containers storing similar substances which could impact
groundwater all have sufficient secondary containment. The containment acts as a barrier,

preventing these materials -ever spilling: on the ground and potentially ‘entering groundwater.
nstead, spills are held inside the containment; cleane and disposed of properly.

facility, these potenhia
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. As Type I waste generally does not creale odor problems, there i little reason to expect

that such a problem will exist at the facility. LDEQ concurs, poting that there “is little or no
odor problem.” BFD, at p. 4. Unlike municipal solid waste, Type I waste is not bio-degradable
and methane gas will not be created in appreciable quantities. Although the potential for the

creation of dust is present, frequent mechanized Sweeping, application of water, and the
observance of speed limits will all serve {0 minimize this potential adverse impact.

LDEQ stated that the facility poses “little threat 0 the air quality of area residents and
businesses.” 1d  Although specifically referring to the creation of methane gas, LDEQ's
conclusion validly and equally applies to all aspects of the facility's operations.

Aesthetic Impacts (V_isual/Noise)

For this analysis, aesthetic impacts include visnal i;ﬁpacts and noise. However, industrial
zoming and certain operational Testrictions serve 10 reduce these potential aesthetic impactsto the

maximum extent possible.

The area's M2 - Intermediate Industrial zoning creates an industrial and commercial
corridor along Howze Beach Road, which runs parallel to Interstate 10. The facility lies partially
shielded behind this row of business establishments. In terms of the potential aesthetic impacts,
this relative isolation has several positive aspects. First, the industrial setting (€.g., the Delgado

le car dealerships) may act to shield the bulk of the facility from

Community College and multip
e view. ,Second‘, the traffic on Howze Beach Road and Interstate 10 creates arconstant ‘backdrop of
emanating from the facility.

noise over which it is virtually impossible 10 hear any sound or noise

The facility is shielded from its surronndings. All facility operations are set-back fifty
feet from the property line, creating a buffer zone from its neighbors. Additionally, in normal
all noise is eliminated

conditions, no work is conducted after approximately 5:00 p.m. Thus,
from the facility after that time. The cessation of activities at that time also serves 10 enSure that

~ nighttime liphting is not a concern to any neighbor.
Safety Risks o

{ S . )
The facility does not pose a safety risk, although certain potential impacts are possible.

These potential impacts include vector copcermns, explosion, or fire. Based on the type of waste
received and the operational plans and procedures In place at the facility, these potential impacts

are minimized to the maximum extent possible.

Type I waste 15 not putrescible and does not contain items that could attract disease

vectors, such as flies or rats. A@ditiong]_ly, no waste is received that could potentially produce an
explosive ‘situation Or problemn. * Practices and -procedures are curtently in place in which
fncoming materials are MOBHOre . ntially problematic materials are either returned to the

——geperator or scgregatedfor proper disposal elsewhere, Thus, the pature of The was
] ] these adverse tmpacts. : —
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o As with any ongoing activity, the prevention of fires; and immediate reaction 10 any that
do occur, is a high-priority concern. The facility has implemented comprehensive fire
prevention and reaction plans which minimize this potential impact.

Fires, open flames, or smoking are simply not allowed in the landfill. Additionally, the

| above-mentioned procedures regulating the receipt and acceptance of materials for disposal will
identify any smoldering or potentially self-igniting materials, which will be immediately dealt

| with by facility personnel.

| The facility has a Fire and Safety Plan. If 2 fire does occur, prompt reaction and action 15
‘ assured, First, normal operations will cease and all efforts focused on jdentifying the exact
source and character of the fire. A hazard assessment will be performed. Employees will
i immediately utilize the fire extinguishers and fire-fighting equipment locat_ed on-site. The
| facility bas fire extinguishers, portable water pumps, and ground cover maierial are on-site.
Employees arc knowledgeable regarding location -and use of the -equipment. Concurrently, all
appropriate off-site officials will be contacted. Employees will work under the direction of local

fire, medical, and other responders upon their arrival. The fire department is located only 1.5
miles away.

In addition to the specific response plans for fires, there are other genera.l' safety

precautions employed by the facility. First, the facility has a Safety Committee comprised of the

Facility Manager, Assistant Facility Manager, and the Operations Manager. The facility

manager is also the emergency coordinator. Second, the Safety Committee €nsures that the

O employees are trained in the safety program. Generally, the employees are trained in how to

= properly and safely perform their jobs, what 10 do in an emergency situation, and the location

and use of fire-fighting equipment. Third, unsafe conditions that may causc fires or other
emergencies, such as fueling equipment or a vehicle while it is running, are corrected and |

reported to 8 SUpervisor.

In addition to all of the above precautions, pertinent local authoritics have been notified
and stated their ability to respond. The local hospital, Northshore Regional Medical Center, has
ility to provide the mecessary medical response should -a-fire or

indicated that it has the ab :
hazardous material incident occur. The local fire department has also indicated its ability to. .-
the need arise. Jd. Based on

provide all necessary fire-fighting- equipment and personnel should ed aris
the representations of the local medical facility and fire department, the facility complies with all

aspects of La. R.S. 30:2157

Impacts to Surrounding Property Values

A One 'non-environmental cost’ associated with the facility may be a diminution in
property values. In this case, however, property values will not be impacted. The facility
adjoins a municipal waste pickup staion and 1is located behind multiple commercial
establishments.The closest residential- proper which is located on the eastern side of Stidell
Landfill, is a series of trailer parks. The trailer parks and the commercial €stab ishments have
visted side-by-side with Shde Landfill for many years without a diminution of property values. |

1 ore i no_evidence to support a claim of any diminution in value due

1TTHCTO 1o o=
arcialized area.

i ° - H 0 .
o Slidell Landfill in this already comumerciaizet

13 670261.1
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. Wetlands Impacts

Based on the work done by Slidell Landfill, the current modification request does not

have a potential effect on existing wetlands as no such actual wetlands exist on the site today

| where waste disposal will occur. There may have been actual wetlands on-site in the late 1970s
} when jurisdiction was asserted over wetlands (hereafter called “historic wetlands™). While it is
\ clear that some amount of wetlands did exist at one time on the property,_thc amount of such
wetlands is unknown and may be oversiated by even Slidell Landfill's expert. However, because

of the activities that occurred under the prior owner, OpeTator, and manager (some of which were

specifically approved after wetlands assessment(s) by the U. S. Corps of Engineers on the

property), the natural land surfaces, including wetlands, have been transformed through

industrial and commercial use. The current owner, operator, and manager was Dot involved in

‘these decisions and did not become involved in the landfill until 1999 or 2000. Nonetheless, the

current owners, operaiors, and MANAZELS arc committed to ensuring that all wetlands disturbance

on the property are fully and properly mitigated.

Preliminary Considerations

: In considering the potential adverse impacts posed to wetlands by the facility, two
preliminary points must be made. First, the approval of Cell Nos. 1 and 2 in September, 2000,
and the subsequent use of Cell No. 7 in 2002, did not seemingly alter or disturb a single square
foot of actual wetlands. Portions of the area had long been used as & borrow pit for such uses as

) Jevee construction (geperally now Cell No. 1 and parts of the old landfill cell). -Aerial
o photography taken in 1998 confirms that the borrow pit and the old landfill cell were in place,
- the land had generally been cleared, and the general configuration of Cell No. 2 had taken shape.
Thus, actual wetlands were not disturbed in any way as & result of LDEQ's permitting of the two
cells in 2000 or the facility's use of Cell No. 2 beginning in 2002 as the contours and general
configuration of the facility were in place by that time. The areas along the east side of the
lapdfill, which. the Corps bas indicated may be wetlands, were not to be used for waste disposal

as they were part of existing levees and the buffer zone. Secondly, as with the prior approval

~ mentioned above, the current modification Tequest, when granted, will not alter or disturb a

single square foot of actual wetlands where waste disposal will actually occur. The expansion of
the facility is mostly vertical in nature as the 'airspace’ will be increased through joining of the -
old and new areas.” The horizontal expansion, 1.e., the slight enlargement near the approved
Coastal Waste pond, occupies cleared areas adjacent to the old ‘borrow pit.’

On-site Historic Wetlands
Although no existing, actual wetlands should be disturbed by waste disposal as a result of
the requested modification, such may not have been the case at earlier points in the history of the
preperty on-which the facility 1s located. Two assessments of the site, one doné by the Corps in
: cently done by Slidell Landfill, high ight that some amount of wetlands may
HOWevVE 1 3 - 7 - - = 0 ars

IS did

ear

O n 1980, e LOTpS ppnducted dn
L that only orit“acre-ofactual wetlands existed on the assessed portion.
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site was used as a 'borrow pit' 10 build and/or upgrade levees as part of the Lake Pontchartrain
Hurricane Protection Plan. The original 'borrow pit' on the property (the site of current Cell No.
1) was ending 1ts useful life. An additional source of clay suitable for the project was peeded. 1
was found in-the approximately 37 acres adjacent to and directly south of the "borrow pit' in use

(ie., the area that is now Cell No. 2 and the old landill cell, which together total approximately
37 acres). The Corps surveyed the site in August, 1980 and found that the excavation of the clay
from the new "borrow pit' “will destroy Jess than an acre of intermediate marsh and 36 acres of
pine forest.” Exhibit B: August, 1980, Environmental and Socioeconomic Assessment. The
Corps concluded that the “loss of 37 acres of wetlands and pine woods will not bave a significant

adverse impact of the human environment” and approved the expansion.

The expansion area encompassed 37 acres of an approximately 70 acre site. Only an area
of “less than an acre of wetlands™ was found in the entire area. Jd. When the area of the original
‘ "borrow pit' is combined with the 37 acre portion, it is clear that the vast majority of the acreage
’ was not-considered wetlands by the regulatory authorities inspecting the site.

In the second assessment, Dana R. Sanders, Ph.D., a wetlands expert, recently completed

a Full wetlands delineation effort that seems to overstate the amount of wetlands that once existed

on-site. Exhibit C. The report, dated December 20, 2004, has been provided to the Corps for its

consideration. No formal response from the Corps has yet been received. In Dr. Sanders' report,
he- correctly differentiates between jurisdictional or historic’ wetlands (i.e., those that were in
~ existence in 1978 when jurisdiction OVer wetlands was generally vested in the Corps) and those
. that may exist today. He notes that no natural Jand surfaces (i.e:, actual wetlands) remain on the
Lo site due to forty-five years of activity on the property, such as drainage improvements,
e excavation of pits, construction of buildings and roads, and deposition of construction waste
materials. However, he does conclude that 21.54 acres of jurisdictional or Thistoric' wetlands

existed on the site around 1978. Of course, between 1978 and 1998, part of the activities '
mentioned above occurred on the propetty, leaving the site in such a state such that seemingly no

actual wetlands existed-on the property by 1998.

As they relate_to the landfill itself, Dr. Sanders delipeated jurisdictional or "historic'
wetlands stretching from the southern portion £ the site (in the area of the old landfill cell) ina- - -
generally northwestein direction with 4 single spur jutting in a northeast direction (into the area
permitted as Cell No. 1). The location-of the jurisdictional or "historic' wetlands on the property
raises-important points relevant 10 LDEQ's consideration of this issue. T

First, the active portions of Cell No. 2 are pot located in jurisdictional or "historic'
wetlands. The.area along the eastern boundary that is noted as jurisdictional wetlands is
seemingly in the buffer zone and is not an area that will receive, or has received, waste for
disposal. In regard 1o the strip of land along the casternmost boundary of the property (which, at
“this fime, is understood to inclode ‘the Tovee aféa along part of ‘Cell' No. 2 -and areas east of the
rking area of the landfill), Stidell Landfill is working with the COE to

other areas noted as jurisdiction

g~ well prior to the utilization of this site by the current OWners and operators. The
- : ell No. 1

e old landfill was developed and used for waste dispos

the COE. Secon the

670261.1




LDEQ-EDMS Document 42459865, Page 43 of 71

in the 1960s and 1670s. Lastly, Dr. Sanders'-
no natural surfaces remain) that actual wetlands
g the current modification request.

- " was used as a borrow pit for levee building
- delineation highlights (through its finding that
will not be altered or disturbed in any way by grantin

) Slidell Landfill's Response

- Wetland impacts from the current modification request are non-existent as no’ actual
wetlands should be altered or disturbed. However, jurisdictjonal or 'historic' wetlands may exist
on the property and the current owner and operator arc prepared to mitigate or minimize any past

harms to actual wetlands. First, upon obtaining knowledge that there was an issue with the
Corps regarding wetlands, the facility ‘nstituted Tigorous land use guidelines and practices o
ensure that work is not performed in the areas delineated S jurisdictional wetlands. For
- example, no carth disturbing activities of any kind were allowed In Of close to any area
} delineated as jurisdictionsl wetlands by Dr. Sanders. Additionally, even though Cell No: 2 1s
| predominately not jurisdictional wetlands, during this interim period, waste deposition generally
occurs away from the eastem poundary of the cell. Second, an after-the-fact’ permit is being
discussed with the Corps. Third, Slidell Landfill and the current Owners, operators, of maAnagers
| are prepared 10 updertake mitigation activities so that not-a single square foot of wetlands will be
lost as a result of the operation of this facility over tme. Slidel] Landfill is prepared to conduct a
nal wetlands (even though the Corps 1980
|
\

111 mitigation of the 21.54 acres of jurisdictio
classified as non-wetlands). Slidell Landfill,

Asgsessment concludes that most of such land was
the past, 15 committed to ensuring that, through mitigation, there is

ds. Thus, any adverse impacts from past operations
the maximum extent possible through

although not able to change
no het loss of a single square foot of wetlan
at the facility, if any do exist, will be minimized to
mifigation.
- Adverse Impacts to ‘Sensiﬁve-Enviroumental Areas’

There are no.potential impacts 10 known archaeological sites or historical structures as

none are in close proximity t0 the facility. There are no potential impacts to Tare. threatened, or

- endangered species OF critical habitat as none are in close proximity to the facility. There are

also no potential impacts to state or federal parks, wildlife refuges, ‘scenic ‘streams; 0f ‘wildlife -
management areas. There'are 0 potential impacts to state outdoor.recreation facilities as none

are in close proximity to the facility..
2) Does a cost beneﬁt:analysis of the en)’ironrriental impact cosls palanced against the social
and economic costs demonstrate that the latter outweighs the former? :

Yes, a cost/benefit analysis demonstrates that the social and economic benefits clearly

outweigh any epvironmental impact costs.

T i ision
' he LDEQ has weighed the costs and benefits of the faciity and found that the social and
f : igh-amy ] tal impacts. The

ential adverse en

‘.econo' henetits—of the14d iy outwelgh any po vironmen
LDEQ noted that Type [l landfills in general “are relalve TiNo :

minimat risk: Exhiblt A BED oo - .

sperations_that present
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In weighing the benefits, the LDEQ noted that the facility provided savings in disposal

costs for the area, employment to arca residents, and tax Tevenues 1o state and local
povernmental bodies. LDEQ also noted that the facility satisfied a need for disposal space that
curtailed illegal dumping activities. Finally, LDEQ pointed out that the proposed operation “will
provide social and economic benefits to area residents and businesses.” o

| LDEQ concluded its cost-benefit analysis by a clear finding that “the benefits as provided
| by the proposed facility outweigh the minimal environmental impact costs posed by the proposed
| facility.” Since this finding, no change has occurred which would alter this conclusion.

The Potential Envirbnmental Costs

of the facﬂny are outlined above. 1t should be noted
d may never occur. Facility location and operational

that these costs are 'potential' in nature an
crease the likelihood that any such costs will ever be . .

pATrameters, as mentioned above, serve to de

‘ | The potential environmental costs
|
|

realized.

The Social and Economic Benefits

utweigh any potential environmental costs. To maintain

the high quality of life the residents of the Northshore expect and to support the proj ected growth
in the area, there must be an .efficient Type I waste disposal system. Slidell Landfill has
expended the capital TesOUrCEs NECESSATY 1o create such a system in order to provide this most

basic and necessary social service.

The benefits of the facility far o

_ Growth Projections .

Prior to the hurricane, Louisiana as a whole was expected to expe'rience' a 1.5%

population growth over the next twenty five years. The population will grow from

approximately 4.47 million people in 2000 to 4.8 million in 2030. Source: U.S. Census Burean

(pre-hurricane). St. Tammany Parish itself has experienced, and will continue to experience,
from approximately

large increases in population. St. Tammany's population is expected t0.grow
191,000 in 2000 to approximately 253,000 in 2010. Source: U.S. Census Burean (pre-hurricane).
St. Tammany's population is expected to grow from approximately 191,000 in 2000 to
approximately 247,000 in 2020. Soutce: U.S. Census Bureau re-hurricane).  Although these
census numbers pre-date Hurricane Katrina and no reliable numbers have been presented as of
the date of this submittal, there will be a measure of growth in St. Tammany Parish. The St.
. Tammany Parish government and local chambers of commerce ar¢ actively instinrting
rejuvenation and rebuilding projects designed to lure residents to St. Tammany. Additionally, as

existing residents rebuild, continued high volumes of Type 11l waste can be éxpected. .

.. The Benefits
‘ The above projections highti : ~will rebuitd and-grow-
o 3ote this anticipated growih, Skidell Landfill provides umique services to the :

~omstruciion community, the residents of St. Tammany - environment.

1 : ey M T
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o Overall, the benefits include: proyiding efficient and Jower cost disposal services through

low capital outlays for future expansion, minimal transportation costs, and disposing of a single
cuous dumps; conforming 10 the long-

type of waste; reducing illegal dumping in open or promis
range plans of the parish; providing services in emergencies and disasters; and stimulating the

local economy. Each will be discussed in turn.

4

Lower Disposal Costs

Landfill offers the benefit of providing more efficient and lower

The expansion of Shdell
minimal transportation

cost disposal services through low capital outlays for future expansion,

costs, and disposing of a singie type of waste.
First, the current expansion request will result in minimal capital outlays. ‘On the other
hand, constructing an entirely new facility to handle the expected growth or needs of -St.
- Tammany will require vast expenditures of capital for property acquisition and site development,
al] of which must be recouped by the developer and which inevitably leads to higher disposal

costs.

wth and rebuilding needs in St. Tammany, residential

Second, to accommodate the gro
homes, commercial buildings, and industrial facilities will be constructed. Slidell Landfill offers

a local option to local builders, allowing them to properly dispose of Type Il waste In a cost

effective manner. Transportation costs arc minimized as local builders will not have to transport

their Type Il waste long distances, with the associated increase in transportation costs. These

cost savings are, in turn, passed on to cOBSUMETs in the form of lower construction prices.

Currently, there are no permitted Type I landfills in the area of St. Tammany Parish.
There are three other possible disposal sites. The Amid Landfill (which may now be
are 40 or more miles away. A Dew Type 1

permanently closed) and the Greater Metro Landfill
h, is located more than 40 miles away. However,

Jandfill, Highway 90 in Jefferson Paris '
to the River Birch Type 1 and I landfill and Highway

Highway 90 was created as a companion
90 will receive the bulk of its waste from Otleans Parish. In any event, transportation costs to all

three possible candidates are cost-prohibitive for St. Tammany Parish consumers. - - - - -

Third, while.a Type I and TI facility may receive Type 1T waste, they normally do so at
an increased disposal cost. A Type II facility, because it is devoted exclusively tothe disposal-of
Type I waste, is able to offer lower disposal costs. Again, this in tum lowers the construction -

costs which are passed on to consumers.

There are a number of Type II landfills in southeastern Louisiana. Woodside Landfill in
Livingston Parish, Tangipahoa Regional Solid Waste Facility in Tangipahoa Parish, Choctaw
Road Landfill in Washington Parish, and River Birch Landfill ip Jefferson Parish-offer disposal
alcernatives. However, transp ortation costs become a factor and, because these landfills accept
han Type I their disposal costs are greater han those of SlidellLanall

Additionally, utilizing scarce Type I landfill space for Type LI waste 1572 Tl
e rome 1 landfills should be preserved as much as possi

c1l Erzem

150 .ndﬁ]]
ble so that their

Tesources. ‘Lhe capacity of Type Llan
useful life is lengthened as long as possible.

i
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- Reducing Nliegal Disposal

Slidell Landfill also provides the benefit of assisting in the proper disposal of Type I

waste. Because a lower cost alternative exists for the public to dispose of its Type III waste, the
amount of debris that is disposed of illegally is reduced. Open dumping and promiscuous dumps
will be reduced. Slidell Landfill also assists in ensuring that waste materials are not dumped in

unsightly and unsanitary piles by the side of the road.

Conformance to Long-Term Plans

Expanding the facility also offers the benefit of conforming to the long-term plans of St.
Tammany Parish. A coalition of affected stakeholders created the St Tammany Parish
Comprehensive Plan, en itled New Direction 2025. The comprehensive plan is split into nine
areas, one-of which is land use. In a report entitled 2025 Land Use Plan - Supporting Policy
and Statement of Fundamental Principles” (the “Land Use Plan”), the New Directions 2025 land
use team compiled its land use vision for St. Tammany in the year 2025. The Land Use Plan is
attached as Exhibit D. ¢ An expansion of Qfidell Landfill, as requested, conforms 1o the

comprehensive pian.

Predictability of land use is sought by landowners, developers, and residents alike. Land

Use Plan, Section ILA.1b. Obviously, the expansion of Slidell Landfill provides the

predictability coveted in St. Tammany Parish. First, the landfill provides predictability in that,

-during the life of the comprehensive plan, the area utilized for Type III waste disposal will

. remaip in such use. Second, and perhaps more importantly, predictability 1s provided in that no

e other area of the parish will be utitized -for such use, thereby assuring residents that a new Type
T landfill will not be built in or near their residential community- ‘

The landfill expansion also confoﬁns to specific land use considerations highlighted in
the Land Use Plan. These considerations include: commercial uses should be limited to -

- concentrated focus areas by major highways o1 crossroads
[I.B.1.c); and industrial uses should be located in close proximity to interstate highway Sysiems

(Land Use Plan, Sections MLB.2.a). Sldell Landfill is located along Imterstate Highway 10, -
close to its intersection with Highway 433, in an area zoned or designated for Intermediate . - . . .
Industrial Use. Between the facility and Interstate Highway 10 are a strip of commetcial
establishments. The current location, in 2 grouping of commercial and industrial establishments
* along major thoroughfares and crossroads, clearly conforms to the edicts of the comprehensive
plan. It'will be difficult indeed to obtain a site, at this time or‘in the future, that conforms so

readily to the comprehensive plan.

-

Additionally, the Land Use Plan suggests that the rural character ‘of areas currently
having that character be preserved.  If the expansion is 0ot granted, a location for a facility
i - ivo will have to be found. Land Use Plan, Section TIL.B.7. Preserving the

providing this Serv i1l ha
rural character of the parish does not include the location of a Type Il 1aCLIty. 71@. —2> ===~
i - for new Type 1 facilities, the growth of

rural character are to be €XC
the parish (i.e., increased residential, commercial, and Aindustrial growth} will occupy the

o 4 Avaﬂabie-a{ \;wlwstp

cEry—pﬁnciples—ﬁna]rcv.pdf. T U

gov.org/nd2025/pdfs/nd2

6702611




LDEQ-EDMS Document 42459865, Page 47 of 71

or area for a new Type I faciity.

available acreage of the parish, leaving insufficient space
with the increased risk of open or

Without such a local facility, disposal costs will increase,
promiscuous dumping.

Finally, the Land Use Plan references the companion Economic Development Element of
New Directions 2025. Land Use Plan, ‘Gectiop ITL.C.3.b: The Land Use Plan acknowledges that
economic development will occur and that targeted strategies will be utilized to attract
commercial, industrial, institutional, and residential uses in the parish. The Land Use Plan notes
that appropriate locations for these activities have been suggested and that most of the suggested
activities are near major highways and away from residential areas. Thus, Slidell Landfill, in its
current location in an industrial area close 10 2 major highway, is ideally poised to conform to the
economic development efforts that will assist and manage the economic growth of the area.

Use In Emergenci:es- and Dlsasters

The Slidell Landfill also provides the benefit of availability in times of emergency and
4 the woodwaste (a type of Type II waste)

disaster. Many times over the years it has receive
pgenerated by local disasters, such as hurricanes. Wooded areas such as St. Tammany Parish will

generate vast quantities of woodwaste in such situations. Shidell Landfill is available to provide
disposal services in these emergency conditions. :

| _ Local Fconomy Stimulation

Finally, Slidell Landfill provides a great benefit to the local economy, as evidenced by an
examination of expenditures in 2004. It employs approximately 15 people, with a combined
payroll of $432,000. This money is spent locally by the employees at neighborhood grocenes,
gas stations, restaurants, arid other such retail establishments. It further stimulates the local
economy by making purchases and contracting for services in the local economy: vendors for
equipment maintenance ($167,000), purchasing fuel ($106,000), professional fees ($6,000),
insurance costs ($67,000 in premiums through local brokers), and miscellaneous expenses to
other outside vendors $8,000). In all, Sjidell Landfill contributed approximately $886,000 into

the local economy in 2004, +~

Slidell Landfill pays $6,949 in property taxes to St. Temmany Parish. Over the expected
' life of the landfill, this will amount, at current levels, to over $173,000. It pays $14,200 in
anmual fees to the LDEQ. Again, over the expected life of the landfill, this will amount, at

current levels, to $355,000.

Conclusion
_ r Decision issued in 2000 that tﬁe .peneﬁts of the .la.ndﬁll,

. in social and economic terms, clearly outweigh the potential environmental impacts of the
= facility. The same 1s true today, bu unced with the

compatibility of the expansion - ‘the parish. Approving the

any and surrounding parishes a much-needed, low

The LDEQ found in the Basis fo

t expansion request provides St. Tamm

20
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more protection 10 the .environment that the

-~ 3) Are there alternative projects which offer
_environmental benefits?

proposed project without unduly curtailing non

No, there are no alternative projects which offer more protection to the environment than
the proposed facility, without unduly curtailing nop-environmental benefits. In this regard, & 'no
action’ alternative, a new Type T facility, 2 new Type 1 or I facility, and alterpative
technologies should be evaluated. Based on this evaluation, there are o suitable alternative

projects.

The Basis for Decision

| The LDEQ found that the pro;ioséd project “offers more protection 10 the environment
than any other possible alternative without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits.”

| Disposal of Type I ‘waste into a Type 1 or Type I landfill, and other projects such as
| recycling/resource TecOVETY, Were considered in the BFD. LDEQ reiterated that “there. are.no.
alternative projects that would offer more protection.” Since the LDEQ's decision, little has

_ changed, except perhaps that the need for a long-term solution ‘to the problem of for proper

disposal of Type HI waste has increased given the proj ected growth rates in St. Tammany ‘Parish

and the comprehensive land use plan for the parish. LDEQ's conclusions regarding the prior

permit approval are equally valid today regarding the vertical expansion of the facility.

The "No Action' Alternative

.A""_, In {he 'mo action' alternative, & vertical expansion is not allowed. However, this
T alterpative is not a viable alternative as the benefits of the expansion will be lost and the’
environment may actually be harmed due to the necessity of permitting a DeW facility and the .

increased possibility of open dumping.
of the expansion far outweigh the costs. But; if the

As étated gbove, the benefits
will obviously not be realized. - !

expansion is not granted, these benefits

Perhaps the most obvious of benefits that will be lost is the efficient and lower cost . . ...
disposal of Type 11I-waste. Upon reaching the capacity of the landfill as currently permitted, &
different facility must be used. - The facility must either be a new facility or an existing facility. '

" Each, however, will increase the costs of disposal. e

Permitting a new facility (either Type L, 11, or Il in St Tammany Parish is unlikely.

New disposal facilities run directly counter to the Land Use Plan, which seeks to groups

industries in certain locations, use existing commercial and ‘industrial areas for such purposes,

while retaining the rural character o

Jandfill of this type, while adhering to the principles

fficult to accomplish. If it is even possible, the

construct a new facility will cause large i -

f the parish. Thus, finding the actual space 10 constrct a

in the Land Use Plan, will be extremely

huge capital outlay costs to acquire and
isposal. -

Using an existing facility (assuming that all such facilities th ' ill be
available for dispos: i hes its currently permitted capacity) is equally -

problematic. There are no availabl_q_jz‘wih'_ti.es"closc by that offer a viable economi _ :

21
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- Type 11 waste generators will be required to truck their waste long distances, raising the costs of

disposal.

| With increased costs, the ability 10 ‘
‘ The incentive to properly transport and legally dispose of Type Il waste brought about by low

disposal costs will evaporate, leading to the temptation t0 simply dump Type I waste-by the
‘ the rural, picturesque character of the parish, as ca}lcd for

side of the road or in fields. Preserving
difficult to accomplish. , ,

by the Land Use Plan, will become increasingly

Without the expansion, the benefit of conformance with the Land Use Plan is also lost.

First, new landfill facilities are simply not contemplated by the Land Use Plan. Second, utilizing

a second site in St. Tammany Parish for the disposal of Type 01 waste runs counter to the

. principle of using and re-using existing areas for commercial and industrial activity and

preserving the rural character of the parish.

Without the use of the landfill, the cost of cleaning up afier emergencies, like a burricane
or tornado, becomes mOre expensive. Scarce government resources will be diverted from

helping victims of the disaster to paying higher costs 0 disposal of woodwaste.

The bepefits of a local industry stimulating local econonty is lost. Over $886,000 was
directly contributed to the local economy in 2004. This huge direct outlay will be lost; as will
the ripple effect on the local economy when those sums &re circulated within the community.

Additionally, while economic development and the attraction of ‘professional jobs in St.
. Tammany Parish is a focus of the New Directions 2025 effort, no steady, good-paying

~ employment such as that provided by Skidell Landfill should be forsaken or overlooked. Without
the landfill, at least 15 peopie will be without employment.

Finally, the premature closure of the landfill prior to its full (as requested) capacity runs

directly counter to the Land Use Plan. The Land Use Plan states that “aggressive efforts ...
should be taken 10 redevelop existing commercial and institutional sites, and these should be

. given priority over new developments.” Land Use Plan, Section IILB.1.d. In conjunction with
. this plan, the old landfill cell should be used to its maximum capacity, which'in this case means 2
vertical expansion on 10p

the expansion 1s not granted, existing sites would not be re_dev:_:loped, contrary to the plan.

Based on the above, the 'no action' altsmative is not a reasonable option. .

The New Facility Alternative

The permitting of & new Type I waste facility is a possibility. However, new facilities
create costs (both environmental and non-environmental) for the area. A vertical expansion of
an existin ¢ of those types of costs. Siting a new facility that conforms to

minimize new open or promiscuous dumps is lost.

of the north side of it to join with the two currently permitted-cells. If

facility presents non
] dild ‘1‘ Plap ' ,,_;m T

 facility. Construction O

provide sufficient space fora new factity

alternative.

“ 3
T
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than the proposed facility, witho

First, Slidell ‘Landfill is an existing fa

: pmgeny

10 a new Type I or Type 1 facility that could
f disposal in such circumstances is prohibitrve.

Additionally, the residents of St. Tammany Parish currently have the benefit of a local company,
Coastal Waste Services, Inc., that picks up municipal solid waste, brings it to a transfer facility,
and then ships it for disposal 1o the River Birch Landfill in Jefferson Parish. This cost-cffective
arrangement could last for many years, as River Birch just received an expansion that will offer

disposal capacity for decades to come. It would make no sense to permit a new Type I or Type

I facility in St. Tammany Parish when its municipal solid waste disposal needs are being met

efficiently by existing arrangements.

Likewise, the same reasoning applies
receive Type ITI waste. In addition, the cost o

Alternative Technologies

The altemative iechnologies of recycling and incineration were evaluated. However, as

noted below, this type of waste is not suitable for such technology.

One altemative project is the recycling of Type Il waste. However, in order to
effectively recycle the waste, it would have to be sorted and stored prior to recycling.
Traditionally, costs associated with these labor-intensive operations prohibit this, option.
Additionally, much of the Type IIl waste, like demolition materials (e.8., sheetrock); do not
easily lend themselves to recycling technologies.

A second alternative is incineration. However, much of this type of waste, like concrete
or plastic, does not readily lend itself to incineration, thus ruling out this option. Additionally,
air emissions associated with this option may create an UNneCessary and unwanted environmental -

cost.
mative projects which offer more protection to the environment

Thus, there are no alte:
ut unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits.

4) Are there alternative sites which offer more protection 1o the environment that the proposed

project without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefis?

more protection to the e,nvironm_enf than

No.  There are no alterpative sites which offer
benefits. A traditional alternative sites

./ this facility without unduty curtailing: non-environmental

analysis is not appropriate as this is an existing facility expansion. LDEQ,in the BFD, reached a
similar conclision in the prior expansioﬁ'fe'quest.'BFD, atp. 7. : .
considered as this alterative sites analysis is reviewed.

] cility. Second, the modification will simply allow an
increase in 'airspace’ and a slight expansion 6f the horizontal ‘footprint.” No new technology will
be used. No new waste streams will be received. Nevertheless, Slidell Landfill has conducted
an alternative sites analysis that utilizes the ‘principles established by Save-Ourselves and its

Two important points should be

-n

1 consideration in the alternative sites analysis included defining an _app;ropriatcj

e
;
ED

'service area.' In this regard, business planning and decision-making are highly relevant. frre:
i intech, the company made

Shintech, - (La. App: ; ; .
a “business decision” to locate its facility in the_.immediate vicinity of its largest supplier of raw
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Louisiana. Shintech, 814 5o. 2d at p. 22. The First

e material, the Dow plant in Plaquemine,
s and the reasoning utilized by Shintech.

Circuit approved the site selection proces

Slidell Landfill, as part of i1 business planning and decision-making, sought 10 provide a
Jow cost and easily accessible facility that was close to sources of Type 111 waste. Proximity to

these sources is highly relevant as transportation COSLS limit the distancé over which waste may
be economically transported. The reasoning of the First Circuit in Shintech, in which it upheld
Shintech's review of only “sites in the immediate geographic proximity to the Dow plant,” 1s
equally applicable to Slidel] Landfill's decision to locate its facility near its suppliers. Id, atp.

26.

Slidell Landfill also sought to exclude farmland as well as all undeveloped sites, whether
non-industrial or industrial. In this regard, Slidell Landfill is again supported by existing
principles enunciated by the First Circuit. Greenfield sites (i.e., those that have mever ‘been
developed) and undeveloped industrial area sites (i.e., those located in an-area of industrial
activity, but which do not have an existing facility) “are considered the most environmentalty
and economically disadvantageous.” Codlition for Good Government v. LDEQ, 99-2843, p. 20

(La. App. 1 Cir. 10/18/00), 772 So. 2d 715, 728.

' Slidell Landfill also sought a location in a industrially zoned area. By locating is such a
zome, the facility is ensured of having predominantly ndustrial or commercial, and not

residential, neighbors. In turm, this lowers tisks to potential receptor populations and also
‘ recuces perceived impacts on property values. Additionally, Slidell Landfill sought a site that
|

provided ready highway access.

From these principles, optimal site o facility characteristics may be discerned:
i Proximity to sources of Type I waste;
il. Exclusion of greenfields and undevelope
iii.  Industrial zoning;
iv.  Low population density;
V. Ready access via highway.

4 industrial and non-industrial sites;

The Slidell Landfill facility possess.es’,cach of these desired characteristics. As such,itis.. .. - -~

the best and most advantageous site.
Slidell Landfill is located in close proximity to s cCustomers. A large volume of Type Il
waste was created as a result of the hurricane and more will be created as residents and
. businesses in St. Tammany Parish and the City of Slidell rebuild. The main population of St.
Tammany Parish resides in the Slidel! area, placing the Slidell Landfill as close to its customers
as possible. ' C )
terstate 10 runs right by the facility, with an exit on Old Spanish Trial, allowing ready
access for customers. Such proximity and access »9 i ount of -
time required to complete wasie ansportation. Additionally, the area is zoned for industrial
activity and is fronted by commercial establishments and businesses. As such, it inclose
. proximity 1o highly dense population areas:

)

24




LDEQ-EDMS Document 42459865, Page 52 of 71

|
|
\
l
s Of all of these characteristics, the most important to Slidell Landfill was the exclusion of
greenfields and undeveloped industrial and non-industrial sites. Constructing a new facility at
such a site would curtail environmental and non-environmental benefits. First, the character of
undisturbed land would be forever changed without a pressing need to do so, unnecessarily
aesthetic value of the predominately rural area of St
Tammany. Locating in a greenfields area would also violate the Land Use Pian discussed above.
Secondly, capital resources would be diverted away from more productive uses. Third, there 18
no need to develop an undisturbed tract 1o construct a facility that will merely duplicate the

equipment and services offered by the current facility.
addition of the necessary operational and design

y to the Shidell Landfill facility as the site which
alternative sites that offer more

compromising .and destroying the

The exclusion of such sites, with the

characteristics as noted above, leads inevitabl
meets all of the optimal characteristics. As such, there are 1o
protection without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits.

5) Are there mitigating measures which offer more protection 10 the environment that the
- proposed project without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefus?

A review of the environmental control sysiems in place at the facility demonstrates that
there are no mitigating measures which offer more protection to the environment that the
proposed project without unduty curtailing non-environmental benefits.
tself is a mitigating measure. A well-nmin and

It should be noted that the project i
. regulated Type III waste disposal facility, such as Slidell Landfill, mitigates agamnst open or

e praomiscuous dumping in the area.

greater detail above. In order to avoid repetiion,
ad incorporated by reference into this discussion.
ures employed at the facility that should be

_ Mitigating measures are discussed in
they will not be repeated herein, but are inste
However, there are some mitigating meas
emphasized: . .
a. The facility is located in 2 heavily commercial area which is zoned M-2 (Intérmediate
Industrial). R . ‘ .
b. The facility is locat.é:‘:l‘ adj acent 10 Coastal Waste, & municipal solid waste pfckfuﬁ station.
c. Multiple commercial establishments, such as car dealefships an_d other businesses, line
Interstate 10 and Howze Beach Road, partially obsturing the facility from view. - o

the facility is construction and-demolition debris and woodwaste.

.d. The waste received by
odors and potential for disease, is accepted.

" No putrescible waste, with its associated
X e. Quality controls systems, such as inspections’ of incoming vehicles and loads, ensure that
» no putrescible waste is received. These systems also ensure that no other types of prohibited

wasies are Teceived.

e

amst

tive barrier

£ There is a s

ng 6702611

e
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g A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan is in place for the facility which requires, among
other things, that “best management practices” be followed by the facility. The SWPPP and the
best management practices assist in ensuring that discharges from the site are in accordance With

the facility’s LPDES permit.

h. The facility possesses & valid LPDES permit regulating ‘discharges from the facility.
Voluntary procedures in place at the facility, including those required by the water discharge

permit, ensure that all discharges are closely monitored.

i. This modification request will not impact wetlands in any way. First, actual wetlands (as
opposed to jurisdictional or "historic' wetlands) have not existed on the property for many years.
Second, the expansion is primarily vertical, with very tittle horizontal expansion. The area to be

utilized for the horizontal expansion was previously used as a ‘borrow pit. Finally, to the extent
that any jurisdictional or "historic'’ wetlands do exist on the property, - Slidell Landfill is
cormitted, through mitigation, to ensure that no net less of wetlands occurs as 2 result of past
activities at the site.

The facility has recently begun extensive upgrades to petimeter levees and ditches to

ensure that all water leaving the site is within permitted parameters.

26
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LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
WASTE PERMITS DIVISION

TVPE Il CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS LANDFILL '
D-103-2721
MAJOR MODIFICATION APPLICATION, PERMIT NUMBER P-0343

\
SLIDELL LANDFILL

SLIDELL, ST. T, v PARISH, LOUISIANA
AGENCY INTERE. NUMBER 6054

BASIS FOR DECISION

L INTRODUCTION

The Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ or Department), Office of
Environmental Services, Waste Permits Division, hereby issues to Slidell Landfill, LLC
(Applicant), & major modification that includes an increase in capacity of the facility through
lateral end vertical expansion to the Applicant's existing Sofid Waste Dispossal Permit,

Standard Permit P-0345. The facility is located &t 310 Howze Beach Road, Slidell, St-

Tammany Parish, Louisiana.

| An extensive analysis pursuant to the “TT” requirements,”’ has been conducted. The
- ‘Department finds that as part of the “TT” requirements, “adverse environmental impacts have

"The “IT Requirements” or “IT Quoestions™ are five (5) requirements that both the permit applicant and the
Department consider during certain permit application processes. v
Commission 452 So. 2d at 1152, 1157 (La. 1984). Although the five (S) requirements have since been

expressed as three {3) requirements (see Rubicon Inc.. 670 So. 2d at 475, 433), the requirements-remain- - -
basically the same whether stated as five {5) or three (3). The “IT Requirements™ st satisfy the issues of
whether: _
1, The potential and real adverse environmental effects of the proposed project have been svoided to

’ the maximum extent possible; . . . . L . L -
2, A cost benefit analysis of the eavironmental impact cost-balanced apainst the social. snd-economic

‘benefits of the project demonstrate that the latter purweighs the farmer; and :

3. There are alternative projects or alternative sites or mitigating measures whick would offer mare

protection to the environment than the proposed project without iundaly curtailing non-

environmental benefits to the extent applicable. .
been minimized or avoided es much as possible consistently with the public welfare.” Save

rehearing denied.

Qurselves v. La. Envtl. Control Comm’n, 452 So. 2d 1153, 1157 (La. 1984); sce also In the .
VI8 ] ‘—a- .. © ‘,; 1 .

is, the “IT Réquirements“ will be analyzed in five {5)
H e C) 3 1 K 3 w8 12 i . mj

.......
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" A Mejor Modification for Slidet

" and the modification epplication was deemed technically complete on Ma
notice of the technically ¢

Quality, 506 So. 2d 749 (Le. App. 1" Cir. 1987).
. BACKGROUND . | - |

Slidell Landfill (formerly Johnny F. Smith Truck & Dragline Service, Inc.) is a permitied
Type 11 Construction and Demolition Debris landfill.  The facility is located approximately
20 miles west of New Orleans at 310 Howze Beach Road in Slidell, St. Tammany Parish,
Louisiana. A Type Il facility is defined in LAC 13-VI1.115 es 2 facility used for disposing
or processing of construction/demolition debris or woodwaste, composling organic waste 10
produce a usable material, or separatng recyclable wastes. Residential, commercial, or
industrial solid waste must not be disposed in & Type 11 facility. Construction/demolition
debris is defined in LAC 33:VIL115 s non-hazardous waste generally considered non-water
soluble, including bix not limited 1o metal, concrete, brick, asphalt, roofing materials
{shingles, sheet rock, plasier), or lumber from construction or demolition project, but
excloding asbestos-contaminated waste, white goods, furniture, trash, or treated lumber.

Woodwaste debris is defined as yard wesh and types of waste typically generated by

sawmills, plywood mills, and woodyards associated with the Jumber and paper industry, such

as wood residue, cutoffs, wood chips, sawdust, wosd shavings, bark, wood refuse, wood-
fired boiler ash, and plywood or other bonded materials that contain only phenolic-based
glues or other glues that are approved specifically by the administrative authority. Treated or

painted lumber is not considered woodwaste under this definition. o

The Slidel! landfill is divided into two distinct cells, Cell No. 1 and Cell No. 2. Cells No. ]
anc¢ 2 were itted by the Louisians Department of Environmental Quality on September
26, 2000 (Permit No. P-0345). The old Slidell Landfill, previously known as the Johnny
Smith Landfill, is located contiguous 10 and south of Cell No. 2. The old landfill 1
approximately 20 acres in size and shares & common boundary with Celi No. 2 of the Slidell

Landfill.

The old Stidel! Landfill was previously operated as 8 Type ILI landfill and is under an “Order
to Close” issued by the Louisiana D of Environmental Quality (No. 0246-A-2).

Rather than close the old landfill, Slidell Lendfill, LLC. proposed to combine the old landfill
‘with permitted Cells No. 1-gnd 2 10 the north. The Gombination of the landfill footprints will. -
| and vertical direction. R

increase the evailable airspace in 2 latera

.

| Landfll, LIC. was submitted on May 21, 2004. The permit
modification wes decmed administratively complete on July 8, 2004, Afier scveral-rounds of

notices of deficiency, final copies of the major modification were received on April 19, 2008,
y 17, 2006. A public

omplete modification was published on May 31, 2006. On July 5,
period ended on the technically compléte modification. A public

20086, the public comment
he&pingma,&hcld—anibﬂlﬂﬁhﬂicaﬁv complete.modiﬁcaﬁon on August 17, 2006 which began an
—additional public comment period that was to-ene on September 18, 2006, The comment period
ic } ' ember 18, 2006 to0 October 2, 2006 because the

r e

public notice was published in one of the well-=circut ,

- gecond paper 10 which most of the resi

e
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1V.  ARESPONSE TO ALL REASONABLE COMMENTS

o all reasonable public comments is amached 1o and made

A response 1 part of this Basis for
Decision.

V. ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

the landfill permitied height was approximately 18 fect. The
facility submitred & permit modification request On May 21, 2004 and an sddendum to the
permit modification dated August 30, 2004. This permit modification requested that the
facility be allowed to increase the original permisted height from 18 feet o 125 feer In
response to public concems, the facility notified the Department via correspondence dated
November 28, 2006, that the proposed final elevation would be reduced from 1257 to 857;
thus, reducing the remaining life of the landfill to three or four years.. R ‘

- Based on the original submital,

VL ALYSIS OF 4] SSMENT S

1. LAC 33:VIL523.A. A discussion demonstrating that the potential and resl
adverse environmental effects of the facility heve been avoided to the maximum cxtent

possible.
The Department finds that the potentia) and real adverse environmental effects of the facility
are avoided to the maximum extent possible.

The “environmental mcdiﬁ which majr be affected by the modification of the facility are
© groundwater, surface water, and air quality impacts, The foliowing is.2 general description
of real and potential adverse environmenta! effects and the measures 10 be taken to ensure

maximum protection to the environment.

Groundwater and Surface Water Comamination

A potentiel and real” adverse environmental -effect is. that contaminants from waste could
exiting surfacewater, | 4. review of the groundwater and

come in contact with stormwater ar _
surface water impacts concluded that such medie will be protected due to the monitoring
required under the facility’s Louisianz Pollution Discharge Eliminstion System (“LPDES™)
permit. The facility aiso has in place 8 waste acceptance plans which ensures that only Type

- I1I waste is received and-disposed of at the facility.

was conducted as required by the Louisiana Solid
surface conditions. The facility is permitted to
ES Permit No. LA0105465. The potential for
impact to surface water from the facility ‘would be minimized g5 the discharges would be
~ pmonitored in accordance with the LPDES permit.  The perimeter levees that exist at the

An in-depth geotechnical investigation
Waste Regulations to properly identify sub
discharge to surface waters pursuant to 1PD

f r is held on-sitc for € + thus,
additional means of controlling the quality of the discharges.
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Air Ouality Impacts

The potentisl adverse effects 1o air quality posed by the facility include odor and particulate
(dust) emissions. Due to the nature of waste received and the operational practices of the
facility, these potential effects arc minimized to the maximum extent possible. The
inspection of incoming waste ghall ensure no disposal of putrescible waste shall oceur; thus,
no degradation of eir quelity should be associated with the facility. Although the potential
For the creation of dust is present, dust will be controlled by the application of water, frequent
mechanized sweeping, and the observance of speed limits during waste transportation will

serve to minimize this potential adverse impact.

1 and Use

use of the land occupied by the landfill is specifically for the intake of

Debris and Woodwaste. The acceptance of any unauthorized waste
be operated in an environmentally sound

The present
Construction/Demolition
is strictly prohibited. The existing facility will

manner.

2. LAC33:VIL523.B. A cost-benefit analysis demonstrating that the social and
cconomic benefits of the facility outweigh the environmenta] impact cost.

The social and economic benefits of the facility will greatly outweigh its environmental
impact. As previously steted, the operational and permitting requirements help minimize the
potential impact. Slidell Landfill provides services to the construction community and to the
residents of St. Tammany that are in the process of rebuilding as well as providing a means
For disposal of hurticane-generated debris. Therefore, offering 8 means of lowering disposal
and transportation costs, reducing iflegal dumping in opsn dumps, providing services in
emergencics and disasters and stimalating the local econormy. This is the only permitted
Type 1l facility in the parish and closure of this landfil} may increase the occurrence of

i Hega! dumping throughout the parish end surrounding parishes.

3. LAC33:VIL523.C. A discussion and description of possible alternative projects '
.. which would -offer more_protection to the environment without :_iuly cartailing non-

environmental benefits.

The Department finds that there are no altermnative projects ~which would offer more
protection to the environment without unduly curtailing non-environmenta] benefits. )

' Construction/demolition ‘debris and woodwaste may be-disposed by various methods. “In'an
effort to ensure proper disposal of such materials, & Type I landfill is the most
_environmentally safe option. Incineration is an. elternative project considered, but would
incur additional expenses in order to successfully execute such operations. Additionally,
significant &ir poliution control methods would-have to be implememed. There are currently
116 obvious benefits ta obtaining a solid waste permit for incinerating woodwaste. o

for woodwaste, but because of the

_ Composting is an alternative project considered

strearn is not suitable for composting:

composition of C&D waste, the mejority of the waste
less risk 1o human health and the

 There are no alternative pf‘ﬂf‘ﬁ(‘.?'& thet would entail

| environment.

|

| B S . WA TSt
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¢ economically practicable and because no

Any altemative waste handling or disposal is no
firmed or projected, no alternative

quantifigble adverse environmental impacts have been con 10 al
projects are considered necessary. Another alternative is t© deny this apphcation. This

aliernative would resuft in the immediate closure of the facility without the ability to

efficient!y achicve the proper grades and slopcs for closure. Additionally, the parish w‘!ll not
have sufficient time 1o seek alternative disposal Jocation for C&D debris generated 1n the

parish.

4 LAC33:VIL523D. A discussion
rsore protection to the environment without unduly cu

benefits.

of possible alternative sites which would offér
rtailing non-environmental

pon evalyating this modification ‘applicatiqn, _thgpcpamnem concluded that there are no ;
akternstive sites that would offer more protection to the environment than the existing site, .

writhout unduly curtailing non-environmente] benefits.

g facility end therefore, maximizing the current available
4 gltemative for providing available C&D capacity rather
According to the original submittal, some altemative
d unacceptable based on

The Slidell Landfill is en existin
landfill disposal arez is 8 preferre
thun permitting & new C&D landfill.
siies were evaluated. Due to & renge of findings, they were deeme

their environmental, social, and cconomical impacts.

5- LAC33:VIL.523.E. A discussion -and description of the mitigating measures

" which would offer more protection to the environment than the facility, as proposed,
without unduly curtailing pon-environmental benefits. :

The Department finds that fhere are no Other mitgating measures which would offer more
. protection to the environment than the facility, as proposed, without vndulycurtailing non-

exvironmental bepefits.

The design and operation of the proposed site will effectively curtail any negative impacts to
the environment. As 8 permitred construction-and demolition debris landfill, the facility will

be required to opetate in accordance with the Solid Waste Regulafions and all information
provided in the facility’s permit modification applicatlon. The Department is requiring 2
minimun of two spotters at the working face during operation of the facility, in consideration
ied. The spotters will observe the unloading of the waste,

oT the volume of the waste accep
activity at the working face and-be available-to-spot and segregate any unaccepiable waste. :

Additionally, a5 part of its analysis of the social and economic benefits of the existing
facility, the Depertment considered capacity requirements set forth by La. R.S. 30:2179 of
the Environmental Quality Act. Pursuant to La. R.S. 30:2179(B)(3), the Department,
specifically the Secretary of the Department, IS ¢harged with ensuring that ssufficient validly
permitted waste: haﬁdlinme;ﬁoﬁﬂmd
efficiently manage or dispose of waste substances in cmergency’ ftrreti ste

substances originating from in=st
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The Deparmment has determined that the issuance of the Type 111 Permit Modification for the
existing Stidell Landfill facility is necessary for Louisiana to safely reduce, transporn,
manage, and dispose of these wastes, Furthermore, the Depanment finds no additional
device, system, or procedure that would provide any greater environmental protection than
that which is presently incorporsted into the design and permil requirements of the facility.

VvIL CONCLUSION FOR BASIS OF DECISION

Based on a careful review of the record by the Department, which includes the permit
rnodification document, additional information. submitted by the applicant, and public
comments received, the Department makes the following conclusions as to the Type 11 CD

[_andfill major modification:

1. The real and potential édver;e environm
maximum extent possible. '

ental effects Eave been avoided to the

2. The social and economic benefits outweigh the potenual or real adverse

" environmental impact cost.

3. The Applicant did consider alternative projects, and after conducting, an
independent review, the Department concurs with the Applicant’s decision to
employ the proposed praject because the alternative projects did not offer
more protection to the environment without unduly curtailing non-

environmental benefits.

4 There are no altermative sites which would offer more protection to the
environment without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefts.

5 There are no altemative mitigating measures, which would offer more
protection to the environment than the propased facility without unduly
curtailing non«environmental benefits.

In addition, this modification has beén approved with the following conditions:

1. The maximum elevation of the top of waste may not exceed the existing elevation of

. & 63 feet;
d the final .

2. The facility shall ceasc accepung Waste prt 2
A " closure activities must be compl . i id allow the fecility
the parish to find an altemate disposal for ' i i : :
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| 5. The facility shall have a minimum of two spotters at the working face during
! operating hours 1o monitor landfill operations; and

4. The daily Compliance Evaluation Form shail be submitted to the Department on 2
weekly basis. '

thet the Type 11 C/D Landiill major modification

Thercfore, the Department hereby finds
environment and hereby modifies Standard Permit

will be protective of human health and the
P-0345 for Slidel! Landfill, LLC.

LU=

Chuck Car Brown, Ph. D.

?/2 ?/o’]
Datz -

Assistant Secretary
Office of Environmental Services

ke
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APPENDIX C

PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE/COMPLIANCE EVAULATION FORM

C:\05-09\23106\IT questions.051209




LDEQ-EDMS Document 42459865, Page 63 of 71

PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE/COMPLIANCE EVALUATION FORM

SLIDELL LANDFILL
SLIDELL, LOUISIANA
DATE
A. Landfill Office and Scale Area
1. Is tower manned and/or camera yes no
in operation?
2. Are rejected loads being yes no
documented?
Comments/Required Actions:
1 B. Landfill Area
| 1. Are adequate spotters on-site? ) yes no
) .
2. Are standard operating procedures yes no
being properly executed (ie; inspection of loads
prior to transporter being allowed to leave site)?
3. Any unacceptable materials observed on landfill ' yes no
face?
4. Are all unacceptable materials, if applicable, yes no
being removed from landfill and placed in
appropriate containers?
5. Are rejected loads being documented? yes no
6. Is fencing in place and is wind-blown paper - yes... .. no
being minimized?
7. Are landfilled materials being covered at least every yes no
30 days? i
Comments/Required Actions:
- Engineering Associates, Inc
‘ : ~ Baton Rouge, LA
Page-tof3

€110-0723106pm vmaint m 1007
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PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE/COMPLIANCE EVALUATION FORM

SLIDELL LANDFILL
SLIDELL, LOUISIANA

DATE

C. Perimeter Ditches, Berms and Levees

1. Are perimeter ditches in good condition with
minimal silting?

2. Are side slopes in good condition with minimal
erosion?

. Are perimeter levees and ditches containing and
transporting all water on-site?

L

Comments/Required Actions:

yes

yes

yes

no

no

no

D. Stormwater Holding Pond

1. Is all stormwater being routed to holding pond
at northeast corner of site?

2. Is there any evidence of sheens cr other concerns
in stormwater holding pond?

3. Is stormwater pond level high and in need of
pumping?

4. Is storrnwater being pumped at present?
If so, were passing analytical results confirmed
prior to pumping and has a discharge sample
been collected?

5. If storrmwater is being pumped at present, are there
any concerns regarding the quality of the water being
pumped based on visual inspection?

Comments/Required Actions:

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

no

no

no

no

no

no

—“Engineering Associates, In¢c = "~ -~

Baton Rouge, LA |

eA-0T23106pevmainlirn 1907 -

Page 2 of 3
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PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE/COMPLIANCE EVALUATION FORM

SLIDELL LANDFILL
SLIDELL, LOUISIANA -
DATE

E. On-site Personnel Interviews

1. Are LDEQ and/or EPA personnel on site? yes no

If so, names of the personnel:

2. Based on interviews with LDEQ/EPA personnel, yes no
are there any issues requiring attention at the landfil}
that they are aware of?

If so, list:

Comments/Required Actions:

. Reporting Activities

1. Have any issues requiring action by Slidell yes no
Landfill personnel been identified as a result

this inspection?

2. Ifyes, list each issue individually and list the Slidell Landfill personnel to which each issue was referred to:

. Unresotved Issues

1. Are there any unresolved issues from prior site inspections? yes no -

2. Ifyes, list each issue individually and list the Slidell Landfill persennel to which each issue was referred to:

"Date:

Name of Inspection Personnek:

Signature:

Page 30f3

Baton Rouge, LA
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APPENDIX D

EXCERPTS FROM ST. TAMMANY PARISH, LOUISIANA
SOLID WASTE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

C:\05-09\23 106\IT questions. 051209
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St. Tammany Parish, Louisiana

Solid Waste Management Implementation Plan

February 11, 2009

AT i E

; St. Tommony POFISh Governmem‘

= -l
N ‘
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Section 1

Executive Summary |
5t Tammany Parish is a growing Parish with a population approaching the 2010 Census
estimate of 241,914 people. The population has grown by 20 percent between 2000,and
2006 with expected growth of 35% over the next 20 years. With this population growth
comes an increase in waste volume of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and Construction
““nd Demolition Waste (C&D) including vard waste and potential recvclables; Waste
volumes within the Parish are expected to reach 726 tons per day for MSW and 121 tons
per day of C&D waste by 2010. This increase in population and waste volume requires
planning and a more controlled and organized approach to the Parish’s solid waste

management program.

Currently there are no MSW landfills and only one C&D land#ill in the Parish. This lack : .
of solid waste disposal facilities requires tnat MSW waste be collected and transferred |

out-of-Parish thereby resulting in additional costs for disposal. The permit for the C&D E
{andfill located in the Parish expires on Jarwary 31, 2010 which will result in the C&D o E
waste also being transferred out-of-Parish at 2 higher cost. ' :

Parish solid waste management system and has
rovements and implementation measures.

Improvements to the solid waste management system for St. Tammany Parish were

focused on the development of a multi-purpose solid waste management facility and to

provide for an orgam’zed waste and recyclable collection system. CDM, in working
closely with the Parish, has developed the concept of an Eco Park Solid Waste

Management Facility.

CDM has reviewed the existing
provided recommendations for the imp

- 1.1 Eco Park Solid Waste Management Facility
The Eco Park is a solid waste management facility that establishes an emphasis on
recycling and waste minimization utilizing governmental controls, public participation
’ and private sector involvement. Integrating as many solid waste processes, recycling,
° and conversion technologies as possible will develop a robust, flexible, and cost-effective
i approach to resource recovery. This will allow options to be exercised depending upon
Jocal conditions, quantity surges in materials due to stormevents, fluctuations in market
- conditions, and periodic maintenance outages for various systems. The intent is for the
R facility to be economically viable and to provide for commercial participation in the
- management of the waste materials. A significant portion of the parcel will be devoted
to buffer areas which shield the Eco Park from the surroundings. The time has come for
proactive and progressive management of solid waste and the Eco Park concept can
provide an innovative and sustainable solution for 5t. Tammany Parish.

r can be developed in phasesto allow : e
for available fundin can be added in the future to g
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' an operating disposal s

" the individual households and d

. Section 3
Current Solid Waste Practices

ns within unincorporated St. Tammany could -

privately operated transfer statio
oncept is currently being

provide a location for recycling drop off centers. This ¢
explored.

3.2 Transfer-& Disposal :
All municipal solid waste (MSW) generated within St. Tamumany Parish is hauled out
of the Parish for disposal at permitting landfill in nearby Parish’s or Mississippi. .
Construction and Demalition Debris (C&D) is regulated separately from MSW. C&D
waste is defined as “non-putrescible” (won't readily decompose) and consists of-

wood, sheet rock, bricks, concrete, roofing materials and similar debris generated

from demolition and renovation activities.

Slidell Landfill is the only operating Type Il C&D Debris Landfill (LDEQ Facility D-
103-2721) located in St. Tammany Parish. The facility is located at 310 Howze Beach
Road in Slidell, 5t. Tammany Parish, 1ouisiana and a location map can be seen in
Figure 3.2. The landfill is divided into two cells that were originally permitted by
LDEQ on September 26, 2000 (Permit No. P-0345) to the height of approximately 18-
“feet. Due to the C&D disposal needs for site after Katrina, a permit was issue to
extend capacity to 65 feet.- The permit for the disposal site expires January 31, 2010.
The current operator, Slidell Land#ill, LLC, has proposed to extend the lifespan of the
facility through a permit modification with LDEQ. Although public opposition of the
site is strong, it is unknown at this time if an extension will be granted. This C&D
facility is located in.a residential area and the public strongly feels it affects the
community negatively. When this facility closes, St. Tammany Parish will be without
ite for C&D waste. Given the need for disposal of this type of,
cane genera'tgd “waste, the loss of this facility without

ld result ina hardship for the citizens and businesses

waste, particularly due to hurri
an appropriate replacement wo

in the Parish.

Littering and illegal waste disposal practices are occurring in St. Tammany Parish.
Residents that live in rural areas of the Parish that do not want to pay for curb-side

pick up or ipping fees either burn or bury their waste. It is evident that some haulers
are illegally dumping waste along roadsides to lower operational costs. -

3.2.1 Transfer Stations_ ..

Due to the lack of a Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) landfill in the Parish, all of the
MSW that is produced in 5t. Tammany is transferred out of the Parish to remote
landfills. The waste handling process begins with haulers collecting the waste from
elivering it to transfer stations. These stations are

sites permitted to receive waste and reload it to larger trucks for transfer to final
ene e of waste is riot permitted beyond daily needs. The waste

vy equipment and loaded i

Vg
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" contracts; but eventually mar

-allow the Parish to dictate the flow of

Section 4
Disposal Alternatives

4.1 Alternatives

As described above St T
C&D materials and out of
but futiare landfill closures and e

the Slidell Landfill for disposal of
al. The current system is functional,
ches. However,

ammany Parish currently utilizes
Parish landfills for MSW dispos
conomic factors will dictate REW approa

opportunities for recycling are very limited under this existing system.

The Slidell Landfill is likely to close as soon as LDEQ permit expires (January 2011) unless they
are successful in gaining an extension. Public opposition to continued operation’is Strong and
high growth area with commercial and residential

the location of the facility isin a

deveiopment. Therefore an alternative method of C&D disposal is critical both for economic
and environmental reasons. Safe, affordable C&D disposal is a necessity for economic growth
in 5t. Tammany Parish. C&D disposal capadity can be obtained either from development of
“rew landfll or hauling of the material to existing permitted facilities. Hauling of C&D to out of
Parish facilities is likely to lead to unacceptably high disposal prices. The C&D market is very
sensitive to cost and & local disposal soluton is usually an economic necessity.

arish disposal primarily at three landfills (see previous
atilize this option as provided by the commercial haulers
ans. The alternatives available are; 1)

tream by other me
Parish MSW landfill, or 3) direct the flow of MSW

MSW has been managed by out-of-F
section). The Parish €an continue to
or it can exercise control of the waste s
continue current practice, 2) develop 2
through governmental control.

casible for the foreseeable future but transportation costs will

fuel prices rise and fluctuate. There is ample capacity at the
an be fixed based on long term

disposal costs as well.

Continuing the current practice is f
adversely impact the £CONOIMICS as

out-of-Parish facilities to last for many years. The tipping fees ¢
ket conditions will resultin higher

Development of a Parish Landfill would provide a number of significant benefits for MSW
management. Tipping fee costs couid be minimized and controlled. Capacity could be
Hon costs would be greatly reduced.

preserved for the residents of the Parish and transporta 7
Further, the costs could be reduced to the benefit of the paying residents. The landfill could

also generate revenue at little or no cost to the users.

Another option would be Parish management and contol of the MSW wastestream through -
regulation. Agreements with specific out-of-parish landills and commercial haulers could
solid waste and establish-long term disposal costs. This
ontrol collection of residential

the Parish doesn't yet ¢
akes it difficult to implement

would be difficult to implement, since
wide basis. This also m.

waste on ariything approaching a Parish-

im o NrOoTraiyls

cost effective recycling progr

ecome a Parish problem when Slidell Landfill closes, a solution for
i st t

estream must be found quickly. MSW may con ue g
' | 4-1
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“closes

Section 7 '

) . Conclusions and Recommendations

management plan is the development of a C&D disposal facility. When the Slidell: Landfill

in 2010 the Parish will need to transport C&D waste out of the Parish. With rising costs
omical. This component must be_

in fuel, transporting this waste out of the Parish is not econ

- -Safety:.ssues -“clﬁe to m&reasedtrucktrafﬁc in heighbofﬁao&s and on the roads;

Jirst priority for St. Tammany Parish,

A MSW site is the second stage for a waste disposal site. This site will be of similar sizing to the
here the most revenue can be

C&D site. MGW waste is the sector of waste management w
and energy that global and local markets-are

generated. MSW contains recyclable waste

seeking. Processing of MSW to extract recyclable component is readily available through the
Eco Park concept. -

ge reusable materials is an important componenf of an

EcoPark. Research and technology is continuing to evolve regarding the beneficial uses of solid
waste. The cost of developing, building, and operating such infrastructure is initially -
expensive. These fadilities usually pay For themselves in a span of 10 to 20 years. Afterwards
the revenue generated can be used for new development and O&M of the disposal facility.

The Eco Park concept is flexible and the facility could include C&D disposal, MSW disposal,
many types of recycling, composting, and related waste management components. The Parish
would decide which of the system compornents to activate based on need and the desires of the
residents. The following section on population is provided to help determine the size and

Creating facilities that collect and mana

* components of an-Eco Park for St. Tammany Parish.

The facility can be developed and permitted in phases. The initial phase is expected to include
ing, recycling drop off center, and areas for tire, used oil

the C&D landfill, greer: waste process
and battery drop off. The design and permitting is expected to take up to 3 years for regulatory

approval from LDEQ.

Iﬁe benefifs to the Parish include a long term option for disposal of waste, cost competitive
waste disposal without shipping to out-of-Parish iacilities, an effective recycling program and a
more environmentally friendly solid waste management system. : »
7.1.2 Collection System T
LDEQ records show that there are 24 haulers operating in St. Tammany Parish for waste

e an inefficient and potentially harmful collection system.

collection. This many haulers caus
This situation produces several negative Conseéquences:

» Environmental impacts due to.poliution of additional truck traffic; =

s Deterioration of Parish roads due to unnecessary heavy traffic;

» Traffic impacts on some rural roads, which are not wide enough fo have trucks cotlecting

£Ls 4o nnih |omacs

3
waste and trarfic onpDot-anes; .




